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PREFACE

Evaluation of the graduates of teacher preparation programs
has been given increased attention in recent years. The heed for
adequate models for the evaluation of the eraeuates of any insti-
tution is essential for the overall improvement of teacher prep-
aration programs ane in turn the teaching of'children. 'There has
been agreement among researchers, professional eedcators, school
administrators, and the lay community that teacher preparation
programs should be continously evaluated to insure the continued
improvement of those individuals 4.nterincy the teaching professibn.

The problems of the evaluation of araduates of teacher prep-
aration programs has been a concern of institutions of higher edu-
cation for a number of years. T4ith the adoption of the new stan-
dards for the Accreditation of Teacher Fducation (MATE) insti-
tutions of higher education have focused intensely on the problems
of evaluation. In order to comply with the standards imposed by
NCATE and to aid in improving the programs of teacher preparation
of Tennessee Technoloaical University, an intensive study was
initiated in the 1973-74 school year of the graeuates of the pro
aram. This study was conducted utilizing a odifiee model that
was previously developed for evaluating graduates of teacher prep-
aration programs. It should he pointed out that systematic foilowup
studies have been underway for almost 15 years; however, the present
study was designed to provide information in a more systematic
manner and more in depth.

The purpose of this report is to present the findinas of the
first year of the application of an evaluation model to the arad-
uates of the teacher preparation programs of Tennessee Technological
University. In turn, this report will be utilized in providing in-
puts into the total system of teacher preparation. This report is
by no means complete; however, it will serve to inform the reader
of the basic procedures used and the preliminary findings of the
study. Mach data has been collected and many hours of computer
time have been employed in makina various analyses. If the reaeer
desires additional information or analysis of the data in other
ways, it is suagested that he contact the author of this report.
Also it shoule he pointed out that the Office of the Administrative
Assistant has been involved in a number of separate studies during
the past four years that are related to teacher evaluation. A
complete listina of these reports is contained in the Appendix of
this document, and copies or abstracts of the reports are available
from the Administrative Assistant for Special Services of the
College of Education.

The author of this report is indebted to-the efforts of six
individuals that have been involved extensively in workina with the

viii



project. These individuals include: Mr. Leroy nilhrey, Graduate
Assistant; Ms. Barbara Louise Duncan, Graduate Assistant; Mrs.
Barbara Riddle, GradnatP Assistant; Mrs. Catherine Cooper, Secre-
tary; Mrs. Myra Richardson, Secretary: and Dr. John Thomas, Assist-
ant Professor of Fducational Psychology and Counselor Fducation.
In addition, thanks are extended to individuals from the n. t4.
Mattson Computer Center for assistance in processing data and to
all principals, teachers, superintendents, and other school person-
nel that provided technical assistance, data, and allowed the pro-
ject staff to work with them in various ways.

Jerry P. Ayers,
Administrative Assistant
for Special Services
College of Education
July, 1974
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTIOP

The evaluation of the product (the graduates) should be as.
essential element in teacher preparation programs. For many years
industry has applied auality control standards and procenures to the
products that are produced. however, due to the complex nature of
the human being and all of the variables and unknevns of individual
human behavior, evaluation of graduates of teacher preparation pro-
grams is far more difficult than dealing with inanimate objects.
During the last decade evaluation of the graduates has been limited
largely to observations during student teaching experiences, com-
pletion of questionnaires after graduation, questionnaires completed
by the employers of the graduate, and very limited nonsystematic
observations made by the faculty of the teacher preparation proarai'.

Beginning in 1970, with the creation of the Office of the Admin-
istrative Assistant for Special Services, a series of separate
studies was begun related to the evalutaion of students enrolled
in and graduates of the teacher preparation programs of Tennessee
Technological University. The research has been, to some degree,
systematic and has been designed to answesuch questions as course
effectiveness, the proper sequence of courses, factors related to
achievement, success of the graduates after entering the teaching
profession, better methods of instruction, and the degree of achieve-
ment of the stated competencies of the teacher preparation proaram.
Reviews of the literature have indicated that only spotty and in-
adequate studies have been undertaken to evaluate entire teacher
education programs. Recently, the success of Sandefur(1) in the
development of an evaluation model has opened new avenues in the
evaluation of teacher preparation programs. Fandeur(2) has sug-
gested that the evaluation of teacher preparation programs should
be accomplished through empirical evidence obtained from teachers
in the field.

Adams(3) has completed a pilot study employina Sandefur's
teacher evaluation model. In this study, Adams beaan with teachers
who were jiAst'completing their senior year and also student teach-
ing. Work has progressed into Phase Two of the evaluation model
by conducting a follow', of teachers in their first year of employ-
ment in the public schools. The work carried out by Adams(4) at
western Kentucky University has indicated that Sandeur's original
model has applicability in gathering empirical evidence for evalu-
ating a teacher preparation program.

During the 1973-74 school year several studies were conducted
under the general direction of the Office of the Administrative
Assistant with aid from other Departments of the College of Education
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and from graduate students. To some dearee, these studies were
continuations of work that was beoun in 1970 (see Appendix A for
list of reports). This present report is designed to provide in-
formation on the major evaluative study that was conducted by the
Office of the Administrative Assistant for Special Services durina
1973-74. This report will be supplemented by later reports that
will be completed durina the second and third phases of the project
which will be conducted during the 1974-75 and 1975-76 school year.
It is anticipated that after 1975-76 the project will be modified
and reduced in scope. Apptoxirately three years later (1979-80)
the project will be replicated over a three year period.

Purpose

The purposes of the study that is reported in this document
include the following:

1. To provide information for faculty and administrators concerned
with teacher preparation programs at Tennessee Technoloaical
University in making decisions pertinent to curriculum evalu-
ation and development.

2. To aid in the process of makina lone* range plans for improving
the total educational proaram of the University with particular
emphasis on the teacher preparation proarar.

3. To test the feasibility of irplerentina a modified version of
Sandefur's model for the evaluation of teacher education aradu-
ates.

Specific objectives to he accomplished as a part of this study
were as fealnws:

1. To provide a descriptive profile of a sample of araduates of
the teacher preparation programs of Tennessee Technological
University for the period 1970-73.

2. To determine relationships among selected variables that were
measured as a part of the total study.

3. To provide comparisons between the graduates of the teacher
preparation programs of Tennessee Technological University
with those who right be considered as effective teachers as
defined in the original literature of teacher education.

4. To provide for effective dissemination of relevant research
data to the faculty and administration of the University asso-
ciated with the teacher preparation programs.

5. To provide information and auggeations for curriculum evalu-
ation and development based on empirical research data.



6. To evaluate the priwu4ure0 employed in the study and to make
long range plans for implementation of the full evaluation
model on a three year cycle.

Limitations

The general limitations for this study are as follows and are
primarily concerned with sampling techniques:

1. Subjects for the study were individuals who were graduates of
a bachelor's or master's level program at Tennessee Technolog-
ical University designed to prepare then as teachers during
the period 1970-73. (Separate studies have been made of the
graduates of the school service personnel programs and the
health and physical education program.)

2. Subjects were teaching in the state of Tennessee within a 100
mile radius of Cookeville. (Approximately 70 percent of all
graduates of the teacher preparation program of the University,
that are teaching, reside within the specified geographical
limits of the study.)

3. The subject agreed voluntarily to participate in the study.

4. The principal and the superintendent under whom each subject
worked agreed that he could participate in the study.

These limitations were imposed upon the population to make
this study more feasible regarding the followup of the subjects.
Voluntary participation was deemed necessary due to the extensive
collection of data and due to the cooperation required from the
subjects for classroom observations and subsequent data collection.
Also the limitation of a 100 mile radius of Cookeville, Tennessee
was necessary because of the limited travel funds available, the
potential shortage of gasoline, and the time available for the grad-
uate assistants to visit in the classrooms of the participating
subjects.

The study was further limited to a sample of 59 subjects from
the total population of approxinately 1400 individuals. An N size
of 59 is consistent withthe recommendations outlined by Sandefur(5).'
The collection of classroom observation data was limited to two
half-day visits approximately two months apart between January and
May of 1974.

Review of the Literature

An extensive review of the literature related to teacher
evaluation was made prior to beginning the project. Fo attempt
.will be made to summarize this review of the literature. However,



individuals desiring specific information should contact the Office
of the Administrative Assistant for special Cervices.

Organization of the study

Chapter I of this report contains a statement of the problem,
purpose, and limitations of the study. Chapter II will be devoted
to a revi,ew of the specific procedures that were employed in pre-
planning, selection of the subjects, instrumentation, training of
project staff, collection of data, and analysis of data. Chapter
In contains a presentation and interpretation of the data divided
by major instrument that was employed in the study. Chapter Tv
consists of the summary, conclusions, and recommendations. Chapter
V outlines tentative plans for continuation of the study during the
second year of operation. The Appendices attached to this document
contain a listing of all evaluative studies that have been conducted
by the Administrative Assistant for special Services and copies of
relevant questionnaires and other documentation.
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CPAPTER XI

PROUDURPS

The cmapter is to provide a detailed description
of the promdures employs& in collectina the data utilized in this
study. These procedures were eesianed to demonstrate the implemen-
tation of a ,;.chcr pri=tparation program. This chapter is concerned
specifically with pr-planning activities, selection of subjects,
implementatiGn, trainin of project staff, methods for the collection
of data, and :1,athods for the analysis of data.

Pre-Plannina

Pre-plurti.): ,E;ions were conducted between the !lean of the
College 02 Ealasion, to kAwinistrative Assistant for Special Ser-
vices, 7..ld varj.ous zulty 1Pembers in the College of Pducation. In
addition, information anl pertinent data. were obtained through first
hand visits bv the Aaministrative Assistant and the project staff
with Dr. J. T. Saneiefur and Dr. Ronald Adams of Western Kentucky Uni-
versity. Aagitions1 information relative to the project was gathered
through phone con,7?%satas and first hand visits with other indi-
viduals rd through a revie o.2' the literature with particular
erephasis on the .;11.1.7ationc of the American Assoication of Colleges
for Teach= 7.1,1caticn,

A tim,, :.1;i1ca-,11 was prepare0, in order to meet various deadlines
for the completion of acivities. Ficure 1 shows a PERT chart of
the mor activite.::1 of 4:ho project from September 1, 1973 through
Auaus;: 31, 1974.

le...tion of Subjects

The portio for this tlIdy was defined as those individuals
who (]:=6the P. in one o.Y the several teacher preparation
program of the Unisiby or in.d.ividuals who completed the M. A.
with major in -t.,7uhin.:; (individuals'completing degrees in
such areas Coue7.or Tc.w.cav, Administration, supervision, or
student rersonn-.1 sry:1=s wore e7cluded from the study) from 197n.
throucih 7' o 197fi (71fico. of t.1-.e Adrinistrative Assist-
ant for peoi;JI ha,:s cc.:,.fquctecl routine.followup surveys of
all ineividuals wh:) coyrpletd 'The P. S. or M. A. with emphasis in
teacher education. PeTorto of These foliowup studies have been pre-
pared (a. list is ccntaind in Appendices). A survey was made
of the rccords frcm there eorlf.,!r surveys to ascertain the number
of individuals who were teaehL:g within the defined geoaraphical
limits of the project. A tet,:1.1 of 289 individuals out of a total
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population of approximately 1,250 met the criteria. It should he
pointed. out that some of the records were as much as three years
old.

A questionnaire waa sent to these individuals explaining the
project and askina their cooperation in carryincr out the study.
Also a survey form was sent to all 1973 araduates. This basic
followup form (see Appendix) has been used since 1970. Upon re-
ceipt of the completed questionnaires those individuals who met
the geographical criteria were included in the study. After con -
tactinc principals and superintendents and makina a very detailed
analysis of the individuals involved, a sample of 59 graduates of
the teacher preparation program was selected for intensive followup
evaluation. 7igure 2 shows a map of selected portions of. Tennessee.
The numerals within each county indicated tha number of individuals
who were includad in the study (the numbers include both county and
city systens). Table 1 shows a distribution of the number of indi-
viduals by year of graduation, their primary teaching assignment, anal
whether they had completed a bachelor's or a master's degree from
the University. It is obvious that there are many limitations
associated with -Lhtype sampling procedure uses, however, it should
be pointed out that the nature of the study requires individuals
who volunteer to participate and also principals and superintendents
who are willing for their teachers and students to be involved in a
study of this nature.

Instrumentation

Instruments and records used for data collection consisted of
five general types: general information questionnaires, a person-
ality scale, rating scales, direct classroom observational scales,
and data from each subject's University transcripts. These instru-
ments were selected to paruilel the recommendations of Sandefur(2)
and Adams(3) and CA thz basis of their merit as research tools,
contributions of the data that could be collected to the objectives
of the study, their methods of administration, availability for
obtaining the required data, and minimal training required for
administration of the instruments. Following is a brief descrip-
tion of each inotruoent or major categor.fof data collection.

General informatioa Ounstionnaia.es

A TJestionnail:e design-Id to obtain base line data and gradu-
ate's ratings of the teacher preparation program (originally devel-
oped in 1970 and madified thrch several successive editions) was
administered to all subjects the study. Two forms of the instru-
ment were used and included a cuestionnaire designed for individuals
receiving the bachelor's cklgrec: (Appendix B) and an instrument
designed for those individuals who have completed the M. A. program
(Appendix C). These instrumen :s had been previouly completed by the
subjects in the study; however subjects who had completed the
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instrument prior to the fall of 1972 were asked to complete a new
instrument. The instrument, designed for those individuals complet-
ing the bachelor's degree, contains items that provide information
concerning demographic data, professional data, employment history,
and ratings of ten broad areas related to their teacher preparation
program. The instrument; used with those individuals completing the
M. A., was designed to gather similar information as described
above. Fill in the blank and check the appropriate response type
of items are used on the instrument to facilitate subject completion
of the questionnaire.

Permanent Records and Transcript Information

Complete transcripts of each subject's grades.were obtained
from the Office of Admissions and Records. Also the records of the
College, of Education were reviewed to locate part and total scores
from the National Teacher Examination (completed by each subject
during their senior year), and the hours of credit and QPA earned
by each subject in social science, science, mathematics, English,
Professional Education and Psychology courses, and major field of
study. In addition, an overall quality point average was obtained
for each subject. It should be noted that only the overall OPA's
were Obtained for individuals who had completed the master's degree.
Scores were also obtained from the BroWn Holtzman Survey of Study
Habits and the Kuder. Preference Record. These two measures were
administered to all subjects while they were in their freshman year.

Principal's Evaluation of Subjects

Principals of the subjects were asked to complete two question-
naires. The Principal's Questionnaire (Appendix D) was originally
developed by the Office of the Administrative Assistant for Special
Services in 1970 and parallels the followup questionnaire for B. S.
graduates (Appendix F)relative to various areas of the teacher
preparation program. Each-principal was asked to rate each subject
on 59 categories on a scale of 1-5 (very unsatisfactory to very
satisfactory).

Each subject's principal was also asked to complete the Teacher
Evaluation by Supervisor Form. This instrument is a modification of
an instrument originally designed at Kansas State Teacher's College
(4). This form allowed the principal to rate the subject on a scale
from 1-5 on four areas of teacher behavior including: 1) subject
matter competencies, 2) relations with 'students, 3) appropriateness
of assignments and academic expectations, and 4) overall classroom .

effectiveness. A copy of the Teacher Evaluation by Supervisor form
is contained in Appendix E.
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Personality Scale

The California F-Scale, Forms 45 and 40, was developed by
Adorno, et. al.(5), to measure individual prejudices and anti-
democratic tendencies. The 28 item instrument relates to opinions
regarding a number of social groups and issues about which some
people agree and others disagree. The subjects were asked to ree.
srond to each item on a six point scale ranging from strong opposi-
tionldisagroe) to strong 'support (agreement): Reliability of the
F -Scale was determined by Adorno (6) as .9P. A copy' of the instru-
rent is container in Appendix F.

Student Evaluation of Teaching

The Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) was developed by
Veldman and Peck(7) and was utilized to obtain ratings from pupils
concerning five dimensions of teacher behavior. Veldman(8) has
described these dimensions as: "1) friendly and cheerful, 2) know-
ledgeable and poised, 3) lively and interested, 4) firm control,
and 5) non-directive (democratic procedure)." Data from this in-
strument were obtained from pupils of subjects teaching, in araaes
three and above. No suitable instrument could be found to be used
with pupils below grade three. Appendix G contains a copy of the
set.

The set was scored in the following manner:

1. The responses were assigned values of 1-4 where one was very
much true.

2. Means of each of the ten items were computed and item means
were multiplied by a factor of 100.

3. The refined scores were then paired according to the dimensions
they were measuring.

Ow,

Item 1 with Item. 6 Friendly and Cheerful
Item 2 with Item 7 Knowledgeable and Poised
Item 3 with Item 8 Lively and Interested
Item 4 -with. Item 9 Firm Control
Item 5 with Item 10 Non-Directive

The mean was then found for each dimension.

4. In addition to scores in the five dimensions, a composite score
was obtained by finding the mean of all ten means.

Classroom Observational Systems

Two classroom observational systems were employed in this study.
Following is a description of these two direct classroom observa-
tional systems.
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Classroom Observation Record. The Classroom Observation Record
developed by Ryans(9) was used to access four dimensions of pupil
behavior and 18 dimensions of teacher behavior. A seven scale inter-
val was used to rate each of the pupil and teacher behavior dimensions
with an N category for dimensions not observed (the observers circled
the appropriate rating for each dimension immediately after each day's
observation period). For purposes of this study only the first class-
room observational scores have been used. Appendix H contains a copy
of the rating form and a detailed description of each dimension of
pupil and teacher behavior measured.

Interaction Analysis. A ten category interaction analysis system
was utilized to record observed classroom behavior. This system was
suggested by Sandefur and is basically the system of interaction
analysis described by Amidon and Flanders(10). Seven categories of
teacher talk, two categories of student talk, andone non-verbal
category were utilized by observers to record classroom behavior.
The observers recorded a numerical value cooresponding to a particu-
lar category every three seconds or every time the categories changed.
Thus, an objective record was obtained of the variable interaction
within the classroom. Two to three 20 minute observations per sub-
ject were recorded for this study on two occasions approximately
8-9 weeks apart. The initial observations were made in January or
February of 1974 with the second set of observations being made in
March, April, or early May.

Table 2 shows a summary of the ten categories employed in the
study. This table has been taken directly from Amidon and Flanders(11).
It will be noted that under the categories of teacher talk there are
two major categories -'indirect influence containing four sub-cate-
gories and direct influence containing three subcategories. Fre-
quencies for each category were tallied and a 10x10 matrix was
determined for statistical treatment. Five measures of classroom
behavior were obtained from the data collected by interaction anal-
ysis. Appropriate categories were combined and ratios computed to
determine the following measures:

1. I/D Indirect to Direct ratio =
Categories 1, 2, 3, 4, divided by
Categories 5, 6, 7

2. i/d Revised indirect to direct ratio =
Catc.crories 1, 2, 3 divided by
Categories 6, 7

3. ST/TT Stueent Talk to Teacher Talk =
Cat.-;ories 8, 9 divided by
Categories 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,.7

4. Sil/Tot Silence to Total Teaching =
Category 10 divided by
Catagories 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7
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Table 2

Summary of Categories for Interaction Analysisa

4
<
E-,

rX

E.I3,

'6

W
H

0
Z
w
.--)

4
44
ZH
El
to
41
PI
H
zH

1.b ACCEPTS FEELING: Accept S ana clarifies the
feelinc7 tone ot the students in a non-
threatening manner.

2. b PRAISES OR ENCOURAGES: Praises or encourages
student action or behavior.

3.b ACCEPTS OR UFFS IDEAS OF STUDENTS: Clarifying
building, or developing ideas suggested. by
a student.

ASKS QUESTIONS: Asking a question about con-
tent or procedure with the intent that a
st&tent answer a question.

4;
o
z
W
..,

4
r.f4

H
P
o
44

H
a,

5.b LECTURING: Giving facts or opinions about con
tent or procedures.

6.b GIVING DIRECTIONS: Directions, commands, or
orders with which a student is expected to
comply.

b
7, CRITTCI3ING OR JUSTIFYING AUTHORITY: State-

ments inten,led to change student behavior
from non-aCceotable to acceptable patterns.

E-1

M
4

M r4
&IP
m

8.c STUDENT TALX-RESPONE: Talk by students in
response to teacher,

9 L STUDENT TALiX-INITYATION: Talk by students,
which they initiate.

b
10. SILENCE OR CONFUSION: Pau,ses, short periods

of silence and periods cf confusion.

aAmidon, Edmund J. and Ned A. Flanders, The Pole of the Teacher
in the Classroom. A Yanual for Understanding and Tmoroving Teach--

er Classroom BeharC)r, Minneapolis: Associatron for Productive
Teaching, 1971, p. 14.

bNo scale is implied by the number 1 through 10. Each number is
classificatory and is designed to denote a particular kind of
communication event.
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5. Lec/Tot Lecture to Total Teaching 92
Category 5 divided by
Categories 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7

A t-test was computed between the two sets of observations for
each of the five categories to determine if there was a difference
in the mean ratios.

Training of Observers

Three observers were utilized to collect the data presented
in this study. In addition, two secretaries assisted in the cod-
ification and categorization of all collected information. Three
graduate students from the Office of the Administrative Assistant
for Special Services were trained in the use of interaction analysis
techniques and the Classroom Observation Record. In addition, a
consultant from the Department of Fducational Psychology and Coun-
selor Education of the Colleae of Fducation worked with the three
graduate assistants in an informal training program. A series of
practice sessions were held over a four week period in the Fall of
1973 utilizing audio tape recordings, films, and live observations.
Observations were made in the Tech Campus School, Cookeville Junior
High School, and Cookeville Senior High School. The training pro-
cedures for learning interaction analysis were outlined by Amidon
and Flanders(12). These procedures included the memorization of
categories; practicina coding and recording, and discussion of types
of behavior as related to the cateaories.

Training in the use of the Classroom Obervation Record con-
sisted largely of studying the items and glodsary of terms and
observing live teaching situations and discussing the teaching
behavior to obtain a common point of reference for rating. Prac-
tice sessions were conducted parallel with those related to learning
interaction analysis.

Reliability coefficients were computed at two day intervals
to provide a progress check on inter-observer reliability. The
Scott coefficient recommended by Flanders(13) was used to deter-
mine inter-observer reliability for a 20 minute interaction anal -
y:::. -: recording session.

Inter-observer reliabilities for this study were on the order
of magnitude of .85 to .90. Intercorrelations of ratings of the
Classroom Observation Record were on the order of .75. The values
are within the limits suggested. by Sandefur(14), i.e., .75 for
inter-observer reliability coefficients for observational instru-
ments.

Collection of Data

Data for this study were collected by mail surveys, interviews
and observations in the classroom. Initially, all subjects were
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contacted by mail, and dates were net for observational visits by the
graduate students. These dates were verified with the appropriate
administrative authorities in each school and school system. A
letter explaining the project in detail was sent to all subjects.
The subjects, their principals, and superintendents were invited
to make comments and suggestions for conducting the study.

Each subject was visited on two occasions by the trained grad-
uate assistants. On the day of the initial visit the subjects who
had not completed a questionnaire related to their experiences at
Tech since September of 1972 were asked to complete an additional
form at their leisure and to return the auestionnaire in a business
reply envelope. On the day of the initial visit the observer spent
approximately one-half day in the classroom of the subject. Inter-
action analyses were made during three 20 minute periods. At the
completion of all observations the Classroom Observation Record was
completed.

The Student Evaluation of Teaching was administered during an
appropriate time during the first half-day's visit. The Student
Evaluation of Teaching was employed with children from grades 3-12.
Pupils were instructed on how to complete the form and renuested not
to sign their names. For grades three and four each item was read
to the students before they circled the responses. Pupils were
assured that the information would he kept confidential. while the
students were completing the Student Evaluation of Teachina the
subject completed the California F-Scale.

During the course of the day the observer interviewed each
subject with regard to their opinions and ideas of the teacher prep-
aration program of the University. This information has been sum-
marized and is contained in a Chapter 111 of this report.

Mile the observers were in each school, each principal was
asked to complete the Principal's Nestionnaire and also the Teacher
Evaluation by Supervisor Form. These forms were picked up at the
conclusion of the day in the school.

During the second visit the interaction analysis technique and
the Classroom Observation Record were employed. In addition, the
subjects of the study were given limited feedback information rela-
tive to their responses, ratings, etc., that were obtained during
the first visit. Any additional information that was missing such
as the Student Evaluation of Teaching or Principals Ratings were
obtained during this visit.

Analysis of Data

Data obtained in this study were classified, coded, and key-
punched for analysis. Descriptive statistics to include means,
standard deviations, frequency counts, and intercorrelations were
obtained using appropriate programs available through the D. TT.
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Mattson Computer Center. All data collected were placed on IBM
cards and stored for additional analysis. Also a coding format
document was prepared to accompany the data base.

The primary purpose of this study was to provide information
for faculty and administrators concerned with teacher preparation
programs at Tennessee Technological University in making decisions
pertinent to curriculum evaluation and development. Thus, with
this in mind only limited analyses of the data have been performed.
This report will be presented to the faculty and administers of
the University to acquaint them with the project and the data that
is available. In turn, it is anticipated that each department or
individual will be asked to reauest information above and beyond
what is provided in this report. It will he the responsibility of
each faculty member to request additional analysis of data in order
to further the study in an area that would be of specific interest
to him, make suggestions for additional variables not measured and/or
the deletion of variables not considered useful, and to make suggestee
approaches for the modification of the preparation proaram to bring
about changes in the behavior of graduates to correspond to the
desired behavioral objectives of the teacher preparation program of
the University.

Summary

In summary this chapter has presented an overview of the pro-
cedures and methodology used in conducting the study of the Tenn-
essee Technological University Evaluation Model. It is felt that
the information available will be useful to those individuals
attempting to replicate this study. It should be pointed out that
additional information and specifics reliitedto.the methodology
employed in this study are available from the Office of the Admin-
istrative Assistant for Special Services.
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CHAPTER III

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Chapter III contains a presentation and analysis of data which
are pertinent.to the problem being investigated. Means, standard
deviations, and frequency counts and correlations are presented
in tabular form for all of the variables studied. Explanatory infor-
mation is included to facilitate the reader's understanding and
usage.

) The data are present in nine parts with each section corres-
ponding to a major instrument used to gather data. Each section
contains summary satistics as well as a discussion of the relevant
variables that were correlated in the study. An intercorrelation
matrix of 55 selected variables appears as an attachment to the
back of this report. No atteript was made to show a complete matrix
with all variables. Only variables significant at or beyond the
.05 level will be discussed in this chaoter.

An understanding of Chapters I and II of this report is essen-
tia1for the effective utilization of Chapters III and. IV. An under-
standing of Chapter II and the instruments (see Appendices) utilized
to measure the variables is essential to obtain information of spe-
cific interest. The preliminaries of this report contain a List of
Tables, a List of Figures, and a List of Appendices which will aid
the reader in locating statistical information.

Career Base Line Data

This section contains a summary of preliminary career base line
data for the subjects in this study. Also included in this section
is information taken from each subject's transcript and other records
available in the College of Education. The data presented in this
section appear to be representative of information taken from other
studies that have been carried out in the College of Education.

Table 3 shows a summary of the year of graduation for the 54
subjects in the study. It will be noted that five subjects were
not included in the results of the study, as it was not possible to
collect sufficient data on these individuals or they dropped out of
the study for one or more reasons.

A summary of the years of teaching experience of the subjects
is shown in Table 4. The school year 1973-74 is included in the
Table as one full year of teaching. Twenty-eight individuals were
in their first year of teaching and on the other extreme three indi-
viduals had nine or more years of classroom experience. The mean
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Table 3

Year of Graduation of Subjects in Studyl (N=54)

Year Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree
No. Percent No. Percent

1970 4 8.0 0 0.0

1971. 11 22.0 0 0.0

1972 19 38.0 1 25.0

1973 16 32.0 3 75.0

Total 50 100.0 4 100.0

1lndividuals receiving both the B.S. and M.A. during the time period
are includedonly once under Master's degree.

Table 4

Years of Teaching Fxperience of Subjects 1

Number of Years
Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree
No. Percent No. Percent

1 28 56.0 0 0.0

2 9 18.0 3 75.0

6 12,0 0 0.0

4 6.0 0 0.0

5 0.0 0 0.0

6 0 0.0 0 0.0

7 1 2.0 0 0.0

8 0 0.0 1 25.0

9 or more 3 6.0 0 0.0

11973-74 school year as a full year of teaching experience.
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years of experience for those individuals who had completed their
Bachelor's and Master's degree was respectively 2.2 years and 3.5
years.

An examination of the correlation pattern of the years of experi-
ence (see Correlation Matrix, Variable 54) revealed significant
correlations with several variables. 1 correlation of -.327 was
noted between the years of experience and the Social Studies test of
the NTE and significant positive correlations between years of experi-
ence and major field and overall quality point averages. Signifi-
cant positive correlations were also noted between years of experience
and items 1, 4, 5, 6, 12, 13, and 22 of the Classroom Observation
Scale. This might be interpreted as meaning that the pupils of more
experienced teachers are more alert and initiating in their activi-
ties. This might further indicate that teachers with greater experi-
ence in the classroom are more fair, democratic, alert and attractive
and have a broader base of behavior than less experienced teachers.

Table 5 shows the level of teaching of the 54 subjects in the
study. It will be noted that the majority of the teachers were
teaching in kindergarten through the third grade. Therefore, some
bias has been introduced into the stilly since it is estimated that
about 50 percent of the graduates of the teacher preparation program
are teaching in grades 7 through 12. Also, only in the last three
or four years has emphasis been placed on statewide kindergarten
programs for all children in the State of Tennessee. The mean grade
leve of teaching for the group was approximately arade four. It
shou d be noted that ten individuals were teaching out of their area
of ce ification. In-most cases an individual holdingkcertification
in home economics was teaching general science or an individual with
emphasis in sociology was teaching English.

Table 5

Teaching Level of Subjects (n=54)

Level Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree
No. Percent No. Percent

Preschool (includes K) 10 20.0 1 25.0

Grades 1-3 13 26.0 0 0.0

Grades 4-6 8 16.0 1 25.0

Grades 7-9 8 16.0 0 0.0

Grades 10-12 9 18.0 0 0.0

Other (includes special
classes) 2 4.0 2 50.0



22

In an effort to determine if any relationships existed betWeen the
grade level and the.various variables used in the study, the grade levels
were combined and a number:assigned as follows Kindergarteh=1, Grades
1-3 = 2, Grades 4-6 = 3, etc. In turn these numners were used In
computing correlations (see Correlation Matrix, Variable 55). Sig-
nificant positive correlations were noted between arade level and
Weighted Subtotal and Weighted Commons scores from the MTE. It has
been noted in other unpublished studies made in the College of. Edu-
cation, that in general secondary majors have generally higher MIT
scores than elementary majors. A correlation of -.583 was noted
between the Firm Control factor of the Student Evaluation of Teach-
ing and grade level. This would indicate that students in the upper
grades felt that the teachers did not exercise firm control in the
classroom. A positive correlation of .441 was noted between grade
level and the Non-Directive factor of the Student Evaluation of
Teaching, indicating that older students perceived the teachers as
being less directive than younger students. Also a positive correla-
tion was found between the Lecture to Total Teaching Ratio of the
interaction analysis evaluation ana grade level. As one moves
through the arades, significantly more lecturing is being used.

The primary area of certification of the subjects, is shown in
Table 6. Approximately 44 percent were certified at the elementary
level, 46 percent at the secondary level and 10 percent in Health
and Physical Education (a 1-12 level of certification).

Table 6

Primary Area of Certification of Subjects' (M=54)

Year Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree
No. Percent No. Percent

Elementary 23 46.0 1 25.0

Secondary 23 46.0 0 0.0

Health and Physical
Education 4 8.0 3 75.0

Total 50 100.0 4 100.0

'Individuals receiving both the B.S. and M.A. during the time pe-
riod are included only once under the Master's degree.

The mean number of hours of credit and quality point average
earned in social science, science, mathematics, English, education
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and psychology, and major teaching field and overall aualitv point
average are shown in Table 7. The information presented in this
table is based only on the subjects who had completed the Pachelor's
degree. The data presented closely parellels the results of a sildv
of 603 graduates of the teacher preparation program of the Univer-
sity(1). It should be noted, however, that subjects in this study
attained slightly lower aualitv point averages (abort .20 points) in
mathematics and a slightly higher quality point average (about .40
point) in English than did those subjects in the former study.

Table 7

Dndergraduate College Record (M=49)

Subject Matter Area
No. Fours Credit

Mean P.P.

Social Science 25.73 18.38

Science 18.73 13.98

Mathematics 8.88 8.27

English 18.38 11.09

Education and Psychology 33.98 13.95

Major Teaching Field 56.85 17.50

Overall ()PA -

OPA
Mean G.D.

2.29 0.84

2.21 1.00

2.43 0.94

2.89 1.56

3.00 0.85

2.90 0.53

2.92 0.40

For purposes of correlation (see Correlation Matrix, Variables
13-15) only the quality point averages from Education and Psycho-
logy and the Major Field and overall quality point average have been
included. As would be exnected, hick positive correlations were
noted between the three means and various parts and suhtests of the
MTF. These correlations were similar to the ones reported by Ayers
and Rohr(2). Positive correlations were noted between the Education
and Psychology quality point average and the Relations with students
Factors of the Principals Evaluation and with the Friendly and Cheer-
ful, Knowledge and Poise, and mon-Directive factors of the Student
Evaluation of Teaching. This would indicate that students who had
achieved at a higher level in core education and psychology courses
were better able to relate to students. A positive correlation be-
tween major field quality point average and the F-Scale and years
of experience was noted. Subjects who achieved higher quality point
averages in their major field tended to be more authoritarian and
had completed more years of teaching experience. A negative
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correlation was found between major field cuality point average and.
Item 18 of the Classroom Observation Record. In this instance
subjects who had achieved a higher auality point averaae tended
to be disorganized. Positive correlations were found between over-
all quality point average and years of experience and the Indirect
to Direct (I/D) ratio of the interaction analysis evaluation. It
appeared that subjects with higher overall quality point averages
were using more indirect than direct teaching methods in their
classrooms.

Table 8 shows the means, and standard devivations for the scores
achieved by 21 subjects on the Kuder Preference Record. The Ruder
is normally completed by students durincr their freshman year at the
University. The results are similar to those obtained with larger
groups of suhjects(3). Because of the size of the sample and the
usefulness of the data, no attempts were made to analyze the data
further.

Table 8

Means, and Standard Deviations of Scores from
the Ruder Preference Record (P=21)

Subtest Mean S.D.

Kuder V 43.86 11.60

Kuder 0 39.67 17.01

Ruder 1 26.43 12.61

Ruder 2 20.29 8.52

Ruder 3 32.24 10.57

Kuder 4 34.81 12.07

Kuder 5 31.10 9.79

Kuder 6 21.76 16.33

Ruder 7 17.14 14.47

Kuder 8 58.81 9.R5

Ruder 9 47.76 11.94
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Mean scores achieved by 45 subjects on the National Teacher
Examinations are shown in Table 9. The results are comparable with
the scores achieved by other groups of students at the University
(4,5). It should be noted that some error has been introduced in
this analysis, since scores from various administrations of the NTF
over a four year period have been combined. Overall, however, the
subjects ranked at about the 45th percentile ontthe composite score of
the test.

Table 9

National Teacher Examinations Scores (1`T =45)

Test mean S.D.

Advisory Part Scores

Social Studies 5.49 0.96

Language and Fine Arts 5.26 0.85

Science 5.71 0.94

Mathematics 5.63 0.93

Teaching Area Examination 590.20 68.32

Professional Education Test 216.94 31.71

Commons Examination

Written English 55.57 7.97

Social Studies, Literature and Fine Arts 53.53 8.16

Science and Mathematics 56.16 9.06

wt. Subtotal 335.35 41.91

Wt. Common 552.29 67.28

Composite 1139.54 113.98

The inter-correlational patterns of the various subtests of the
NTE are similar to those reported by Ayers and Rohr(6). For pur-
poses of this report only the relationships of the Professional Edu-
cation Test, Teaching Area Examination and Composite score of the
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NTE with other variables will be discussed (see Correlation Matrix,
Variables 5, 6 and 12). A positive relationship was found between
the Professional Education Test and the Knowledgeable and Poised
Factor of the Student Evaluation of Teaching. This would tend to
indicate that subjects wN) achieved higher on the Professional Edu-
cation Test of the NTE tended to be more knowledgeable and poised
than other subjects. A significiant positive relationship was
found between scores on the Teaching Area Examination and the Lec-
ture to Total Teaching ratio of the interaction analysis evaluation
and a negative relationship with Item 5 of the Classroom Observation
Record. In general, subjects with higher scores in their major
teaching field tended to lecture more and to he more partial toward
certain students in their classroom. Significant negative relation-
ships were noted between composite MTE scores and t!le Indirect to
Direct (I/D) ratio of the interaction analysis evaluation and the
Firm Control Factor of the Student Evaluation of Teaching. A posi-
tive relationship was noted between conTpsiltel\TTE scores and the
Silence to Total Teaching ratio of the interaction analysis evalu-
ation.

General Information-Teacher Preparation Inventory

Al? subjects were asked to complete a rating sheet with regard
to certain courses and other areas of emphasis related their
teacher preparation program. Separ:.te questionnaires were used
with Bachelor's and Master's level individuals. Because of the small
number of subjects at the Master's level (N=4) these data have not
been included in the report.

Data were obtaiped from 47 of the Bachelor's level araduattaS
de: teleed cbjectives of the
teacher preparation program. The results obtained with this limited

are comparable to the results obtained in studies using
larger numbers of graduates (7, 8, 9, 10, 11). Table 10 shows the
results of the survey conducted as a part of the ;study reported in
this document. This Table shows the percentage of subjects ratings
of each area and the mean and standard deviations of their ratings.
In general the lowest r%tings were given to the areas of (a) ability
to work with members of the community, (h) ability to work with
parents, (c) general knowledge and understanding of the physical
sciences, (0.) general knowledge and understanding of mathematics,
(e) skill in working with exceptional children, and (f) ability to
use English. Based on the s-1- ,eces ratings, potential weaknesses
of the teacher flfc,=:,,cAn.:7he identified.

The subjects were asked to rate tIle value of certain core edu-
cation and psychology courses on a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfac-
tory to 7,-,ry unsatisfactory). Table 11 shows the results of this
phase of the study. The courses receiving the lowest ratings were
Introduction to Teaching, Social Foundations, and Fistory and
Philosophy of Education. Significant changes have been made in
these courses in the past two years. The resulting changes have
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made the orientation of the courses more practical and less theoret-
ical. Most of the subjects in the study completed these courses
prior to these changes. Courses receiving the highest mean ratings
were Micro Teaching and Student Teaching. In aeneral the subjects
perceived more value in the courses involving practical applications
and less value in the theoretical courses. This was also evident
in the study conducted by Brim and Ayers(12) of a sample of 200
seniors just completing the teacher preparation program of the
University.

Correlations of the data presented in Tables 10 and 11 with
other variables in the study were comnuted. However, the results
were inconclusive and the dativhavo been ommitted.frOM this report.

Principal Evaluation of Subjects

The principal of each subject was asked to complete two instru-
ments designed to evaluate weakness and strengths of the individual.
The first instrument consisted of 59 items related to the teacher
preparation program of the subjects, and has been used for the past
four years in the evaluative efforts of the Office of the Adminis-
trative Assistant for Special Services (13, 14, 15). Table 12 shows
the percentage ratings and the mean and standard deviations for each
item. The lowest mean ratings given by the principals were (a) know-
ledge and understanding of the biological sciences, (b) knowledge and
understanding of the physical sciences, (c) making effective uses of
community resources, (d) handling disciplinary problems, (e) insight
into causes of behavior, and (f) knowledge and understanding of
mathematics. It should be noted that no ratings were significantly
low. Highest ratings were in the area of (a) aBility to work with
colleagues, (b) appropriate ethical behavior, (c) understanding the
goals of the school, (d) cooperation and dependability, and (e) atti-
tudes toward fellow teachers.

Principals were also asked to complete the Teacher Evaluation
by Supervisor Fcrm. This instrument consints of four auestions in
four broad areas including: (a) subject matter competence, (b)
relations with students, (c) appropriateness of assignments, and (d)
overall effectiveness. Table 13 shows the mean ratings for each of
these items.

Intercorrelations of the results of the administration of both
instruments with the other ":-rie.1,3es in the study were made. Re-
sults obtair.'d with the later instrument are reported in this docu-
ment in (vz4,riahles 3 r-1P). "iris inteecorrela-
tions ,4ezn note6 ;7!, each of the four dimensions measured by
the Teacher hy c'upervisor Forr. significant ror4.tive
correlat',ns were noted between ratings of subject matter competence
and Educaulon ond Psychology quality point average; the Lively and
Iateresting Fac..-17 rinm. score of the Student Evaluation of
Teachinc; 3, 7, 11, 12, 18, 19, and 20 of the Class-
room Observation Record. In general subjects who posed greater
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Table 13

Ratings of Principals of Four Dimensions of Teachingl (N=48)

Dimension Mean S.D.

Subject Matter Competence 4.12 0.72

Relations With Students 4.16 0.84

Appropriateness of Assignments 4.23 0.72

Overall Effectiveness 4.14 0.71

1Ratings are on a 1-5 scale with 5 being the highest score.

competency in subject matter, as determined by principals, were
more lively and interesting in the classroom according to student
ratings. Also the students of the subjects tended to be more alert
and confident and the subjects themselves were more responsive,
original, alert, confident, systematic, adaptable and optimistic
than subjects who received lower ratings in subject matter compe-
tency by principals.

Correlations of the ratings of subjects relations with students
were positive with Education and Psychology quality point average
and the Lively and Interesting Factor and total score of the Student
Evaluation of Teaching. These results were similar to those obtained
with the first rating by principals of subject matter competency.
Significantly positive correlations were noted between all Items of
the Classroom Observation Record except 6, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18. This
might indicate that the observations made by the observers as a part
of this study and those of the principals are valid. It further
indicates that the subjects of the study have many of the character-
istics of good teachers as reported in the literature.

An examination of the results of the correlation of the prin-
cipal's ratings of appropriateness of assignments with the various
variables showed only four significant correlations of interest.
Negative correlations of this variable were noted with Factor V
(Non-Directive) and the composite score of the Student Evaluation
of Teaching. Positive correlations were noted with Items 14 and 20
of the Classroom Observation Record, indicating a significant rela-
tions between the factor and responsibility and adaptable. In both
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cases the correlations indicated that the subjects were adaptable
and responsible in their work.

Significant correlations were found between the principal's
ratings of overall effectiveness and ractor I (Friendly and Cheer-
ful), Factor III (Lively and Interesting) and composite score of the
Student Evaluation of Teaching. Thus it appeared that the prin-
cipal's and student's ratings of the subjects were similar. Positive
correlations were noted between all Items of the Classroom Obser-
vation Record exce?t 6 and 17. Again, it can be concluded that the
principals and trained observers viewed the subjects in the same
manner. Also it would appear that the subjects have many of the
characteristics of good teachers as reported in the literature.

Personality Scale

The California F-Scale Forms 45 and 40 was used to assess one
aspect of the personality of the subjects. The F-Scale range of
possible values is 28 to 196, with 112 the mid-point. The lower
the value, the more non-authoritarian the indication. A total of
43 subjects completed the F-Scale with a mean score of 98.6 and
standard deviation of 22.8. This would indicate that the subjects
in the study tended toward being non-authoritarian. Scores ranaed
from 48 to 177.

Table 14 shows a summary of the mean and standard deviations
of scores on the r-Scale by year of graduation of the subjects.
Applying the analysis of variance technique, there were no signif-
icant differences in scores made by the three arouns (see Table 15).
Table 16 shows the means and standard deviations of the F-Scale
score for each of the five major teaching groups. Applying the
analysis of variance technique (see Table 17), there were no sianif-
icant differences between the major levels of teaching. These
results are comparable to those reported in other studies(16).

Table 14

Means, Standard Deviations and Number of Subjects Completing
the California F-Scale

Py Year of Graduation (Bachelor's Level)

Year clean S.D.

1970 and 1971 91.0 18.5 11

1972 101.7 20.0 15

1973 105.3 23.2 13
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Table 15

Summary of Analysis of Variance of California F-Scale Scores
Classified on Basis of Year of Graduation

Source of Variation df Sum of Squares Mean Square

Among the Means

Within the Means

2 1,298.3 649.2

36 23,974.1 666.0
0.975

Table 16

Means, Standard Deviations and )lumber of Subjects Completing
the California F- Scale by Teaching Level

Grade Level Mean s.n. rt

Kindergarten 97.3 27.0 8

Grades 1-3 110.1 40.0 11

Grades 4-6 103.5 15.9 6

Grades 7-9 92.0 20.8 5

Grades 10-12 91.5 18.0 8

Table 17

Summary of Analysis of Variance of California F-Scale Scores
Then Classified on Basis of Grade Taught by Subject

Source of Variation df Sum of Squares Mean Square F

Among the Means

Within the Means

4 2,152.0 538.0

34 23,071.9 699.1
0.770
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An examination of the correlational pattern of scores from the
F-Scale revealed significant relationships with Major Field quality
point average and Items 3, 6, 10, 12, 14, 17, and 18 of the Class-
room Observation Record. All correlations with the Clasgroom Observa-
tion Record' were low and negative and are similar to the results found
by bther scores (17). The results would indicate that the students of
the Subjectsrwere responsible' and that the Subjects theMselves were
democratic, alert, responsible, confident and systematic. All of
these characteristics have been associated with good teaching.

Student Evaluation of Teaching

The Student Evaluation of Teaching was administered, to all
children above the second grade. Data was collected from the
students of 25 subjects in the study. Table 18 shows the mean and
standard deviation: of the scores for each of the five factors and
the composite score from the instrument. Table 19 shows only the
composite score for the Student Fvaluation of Teaching by year of
graduation of the subject from the University and also by grade
level taught. The maximum possible score for any one factor or the
composite score is 400. Highest ratings were received on the Factors
Knowledgeable and Poised and Friendly and Cheerful. The lowest
mean ratin7s were on the ractorsrelated to democratic procedures.
There were no significant differences between year of graduation
or grade level taught on the composite mean scores.

Table 18

Student Evaluation of Teaching (N=25)

Variable Mean S.D.

Friendly and Cheerful 344.28 45.63

Knowledgeable and Poised 356.68 40.04

Lively and Interesting 308.88 64.99

Firm Control (Discipline) 303.56 34.26

Non-Directive (Democratic Procedure) 257.36 42.21

Composite Score 315.64 29.34
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Table 19

Means, Standard Deviations, Number of Subjects and t-test Between
Means for Composite Score of the Student Evaluation

of Teaching by Year of Graduation and Grade Level Taught

Variable Mean S.D.

Year of Graduation

1970 and 1971 318.4 15.56 10

1972 and 1973 313.3 34.83 15

Grade Level Taught

Grades 3-6 312.8 23.30 10

Grades 7-12 318.8 32.80 15

0.53

0.62

The intercorrelational pattern (see Correlation Matrix, Vari-
ables 21-26) of the five factors and the composite score from the
Student Evaluation of Teaching are similar to those reported by
Veldman(18). Significant positive correlations were noted between
Factor I (Friendly and Cheerful) and Fducation and Psychology aua-
lity point average, Factors I and IV of the Principal's Evaluation,
and Items 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 19 and 22 of the Classroom
Observation Record. Again, this would tend to indicate that prin-
cipals and students tend to view the subjects in the same manner.
Significant correlations were found between Factor II (Knowledge-
able and Poised) and the Professional Education Test of the NTE
and Items 8 and 9 of the Classroom Observation Record. Factor III
(Lively_ and Interesting) correlated significantly with factors I,
II, and IV of the Principal's Evaluation and with Items 1, 2, 3, 5,
6, 8, 12, 13, 19, 20, and 22 of the Classroom Observation record.
This again indicates that students, principals, and observers view
the subjects in the same manner.

Factor IV (Firm Control) correlated negatively with several
scores from the NTE and positively with grade level taught. This
would indicate that there was no pattern relative to the amount of
control exercised in the classroom as viewed by the principals or
observers. However, it appeared that the younger students viewed
the subjects as exercising more control or discipline than did
older subjects (students in the upper grades). Significant correla-
tions were noted between Factor V (Non-Directive) and Education
and Psychology Quality point average and Items 1, 2, and 22 of the
Classroom Observation Record. Significant correlations were noted
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between composite scores of the Student Evaluation of Teaching and
all four factors from the Principal's Evaluation and Items 1, 2, 3,
5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 19, 20, and 22 of the Classroom Observation
Record. This would indicate very strongly that principals, obser-
vers, and students view the subjects in the same manner.

Interaction Analysis

A ten category interaction analysis system was utilized to
record observed classroom behavior of the subjects. The system
proposed by Amidon and Flanders(19) was implemented with the aid
of three specially trained graduate assistants. Two sets of obser-
vations were made during the year. The first series of observations
were made in January and February of 1974 and the second set were
made approximately nine weeks later in late March, April, or early
May. Five ratios of teaching were computed using the data from all
subjects. A t-test was used to determine if significant differ-
ences existed between the first and second set of observations
for the subjects.

Table 20 shows a summary of the means and standard deviations
of the various ratios for the two sets of observations. Also shown
is the "t" computed between the two sets of observations. There
were no significant differences between the two sets of observations.
There were no significant differences between the ratios of the two
sets of observations.

The I/D ratios in Table 20 are above the .40 average for teach-
ers according to the work of Campbell and Barnes(20). More indirect
teaching has been associated in some studies with higher student
achievement and positive attitude formation. Superior teachers have
been reported by Amidon and Hough(21) to become more direct as the
school year progresses. The results indicated that subjects in the
present study were more direct in the second set of observations.
The i/d ratios of 1.57 and 1.72 are also higher than the ratios
of less than 1.00 reported for the average teacher. The subjects
in this study used more acceptance of feeling, praising, or encour-
aging and acceptance of use of ideas of student responses than aver-
age teachers.

Other ratios reported in Table 20 are similar to the ratios of
teachers reported in other studies. The ST/TT ratio indicated that
the subjects were talking approximately two-thirds of the time.
The Sil/Tot ratio indicated that somebody was talking approximately
two-thirds of the time and the Lec/Tot ratio indicated that in the
first observation, lecturing occured approximately one-third of the
total teaching time. The second observation indicated that there
was an increase in the amount of time spent in lecturing.

Table 21 shows a summary of the average percentage of time
spent by the subjects at various grade levels acting in each of
the ten interaction categories. In general the amount of direct
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Table 21

Average Percentage of Time Spent by Subjects (at Various Grade
Levels) Acting in Each of the Ten Interaction Categories*

Grade Level 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Kindergarten

1st Observation(N=9) 0.2 6.2 0.7 16.5 26.8 9.3 1.3 9.2 10.3 20.(

2nd Observation (N=6) 0.4 2.5 1.5 14.5 29.3 11.4 1.5 8.6 15.9 14.,

Grades 1-3

1st Observation(N=11) 0.0 7.8 0.9 18.9 19.6 7.4 2.2 20.3 7.1 15.!

2nd Observation(N=7) 0.1 7.2 0.5 16.9 26.1 7.9 1.5 13.1 7.9 18.!

Grades 4-6

1st Observation(N=9) 0.0 5.3 2.1 19.9 24.0 4.3 1.3 15.2 13.6 14.E

2nd Observation(N=5) 0.0 2.4 1.1 12.3 30.9 8.7 2.3 15.1 8.9 18.:

Grades 7-9

1st Observation(N=6) 0.0 4.2 0.5 13.7 41.1 3.6 1.9 12.2 11.4 11.:

2nd Observation(N=4) 0.0 2.9 1.1 11.8 35.3 10.1 1.8 10.7 12.9 13.4

Grades 10-12'

1st Observation(N=9) 0.0 2.7 0.7 10.5 33.9 4.2 0.4 14.1 15.5 18.1

2nd Observation(N=4 0.1 2.1 0.2 8.3 35.8 1.3 0.5 20.8 14.8 16.3

Total for all Grades

1st Observation(N=44) 0.0 5.4 1.0 16.2 27.8 6.0 1.4 14.6 11.4 16.2

2nd Observation(N27) 0.1 3.7 0.8 13.4 30.6 8.1 1.5 13.3 11.7 15.5

*Categories 1-4, Indirect Influence of Teacher; 1=Accepts Feeling, 2=Praises
or Encourages, 3=Accepts or Uses Ideas of Students, 4=Asks Questions.
Categories 5-7, Direct Influence of Teacher; 5=Lecturing, 6=Giving Direction
7=Criticizing of Justifying Authority. Categories 8-9, Student Talk; 8=Stu-
dent Talk-Response, 9=Student Talk-Initiation. Category 10=Silence or Con-
fusion.
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teacher influence increases from the lower grades through the upper
.grades of the secondary school. The amount of time spent in lecture
almost doubled from the lower grades through the upper levels of the
high school.

Significant positive correlations of the I/D ratio were.nroted
with all Items of the Classroom Observation Record except 4, 9, 16,
and 18. The revised indirect to direct teaching ratio (i/d) corre-
lated significantly with all Items on the Classroom Observation
Record except 2, 7, 9, 12, 14, 15, and 20. The ST/TT and the Sil/
Tot ratios did not correlate significantly with any other variables
in the study. However, the Lec/Tot ratio correlated significately
(negatively) with Items 1, 2, 5, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 20 of the
Classroom Observation Record.

Classroom Observation Record

The Classroom Observation Record was completed on each sub-
ject by the' observers at the conclusion of the first observation
period. The first four items of the instrument assess four dimen-
sions of pupil behavior, and the last 18 items assess dimensions
of teacher behavior. Table 22 contains a summary of the means and
standard deviations for each of the 22 items of the instrument.
The lowest mean score was item 6 (Autocratic-Democratic) indicating
that the subjects tended toward being slightly autocratic. T-lowever,

the scores from this item were significantly correlated (-.392) with
the California F-Scale. The highest mean score (6.29) was found for
Item 14 (Evading-Responsible) indicating that the subjects were
very responsible in their actions in the classroom.

An examination of the correlations of the variables (see
Correlation Matrix, Items 32-53) indicated hiah intercorrelations.
The correlations of these items has been discussed in conjunction
with the various measures mentioned above. Therefore, no further
discussion will be made of the results obtained with this instrument.

Subjective Criticisms of Teacher Preparation Program

As a part of the total study the observers interviewed all sub-
jects and their principals. The specific purpose of these interviews
was to illicit any additional information that might he of value in
examining the total programs of teacher preparation at the University.
The information that was received was largely in the form. of criti-
cisms of the undergraduate program. Many comments were made.however,
it was felt that the following criticisms should be included in this
report since they wore mentioned by a number of individuals.

1. The program of teacher preparation at the nniversitv involves
too much theory and not enough practical onerionces (particular
concern was expressed for the courses in the history and philos-
ophy of education and social' foundations of education). It
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Table 22

Means and Standard Deviations for Fach Dimension of the
Classroom Observation Record (N=48)

Dimension Mean S.D.

Pupil Behavior

1. Apathetic-Alert 6.00 0.87

2. Obstructive-Responsive 5.83 0.88

3. Uncertain-Confident 5.63 1.02

4. Depending-Initiating 5.25 1.19

Teacher Behavior

5. Partial-Fair 6.13 0.79

6. Autocratic-Democratic 5.75 0.98

7. Aloof-Responsive 6.15 0.90

8. Restricted-Understanding 6.17 0.83

9. Harsh-Kindly 6.23 0.66

10. Dull-Stimulating 5.77 1.05

11. Stereotyped-Original 5.45 1.08

12. Apathetic-Alert 6.13 0.76

13. Unimpressive-Attractive 6.27 0.71

14. Evading-Responsible 6.29 0.80

15. Erratic-Steady 5.92 0.99

16. Excitable-Poised 6.13 0.94

17. Uncertain-Confident 5.85 1.05

18. Disorganized-Systematic 6.10 1.02

19. Inflexible-Adaptable 5.79 1.13

20. Pessimistic-Optimistic 5.81 1.07



21. Immature -Integrated

22. Narrow-Broad

6.06 0.89

5.90 0.83

should be pointed out; however, that since the majority of the
subjects had completed. their work at the University these courses
have been revised to a large decree introducing more practical
experiences.

2. A concern was expressed for additional work in the course of
study in the areas of classroom control and working with child-
ren with learning disabilities. Aaain, it should he noted that
within the past year additional course work has been added in
these areas.

3. The subjects and principals felt that the Coll,:+ao of Education
should be more selective in adrittina students to the teacher
preparation proarams. to cy-neral, it was felt that if this
occured the overall teachina profession would be benefited by
better individuals trained for the schools.

4. rubjects teachina at the kinderaarten level voiced a concern
that there was insufficient work in the practical asnects of
maintaining the classroom and in conducting an educational
proaram at this level. It should 1-o nointed outs however, that
the kindervarten methods courses have been extensively revised
in the past year. Therefore, some of the concerns of the kinder-
carton teachers have been alleviated.

5. A number of elementary subjects expressed a desire for additional
work in the preparation proaram in the areas of the teachina of
reading( and mathematics.

6. The subjects expressed a concern that the teacher preparation
program emphasized too much teaching in the "ideal classroom"
and did not out sufficient emphasis on the real classroom, i.e.,
an uneauipped classroom in a 25 year old huildina containing
more than one arade level.

Fummary

In summary this chapter has presented an overview of the results
of the first year of the aPp]ication of the Tennessee Technological
University Evaluation r"odel. The instrumentation apneared to
be valid and reliable for use with qraduates of the traohel ',rep-
aration proarars of the University. The career baseline data aath-
ered on the subjects in this study was comparable to that from OLlie*r.
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studios. The ratinas of the teacher preparation proaram 'wain are
comparable with those obtainea Ourina the last several years. In
general, principals rated the subjects suite highly in such areas
as ability to wort with colleagues, cooperation and aenenaahility,
and understanding the goals of the schools. Criticisms of the sub-
jects by the principals included a need for a arnater knowledoe and
unaerstanaina of the sciences and mathematics, handlinc aiscinli-
nary problems, and insiaht into causes of behavior. Ptudents per-
ceived the subjects in a manner similar to that of the principals.
!lased on measures obtain& with the California Ft-Peale the subjects
were to some decree non-authoritarian in their teaching. Prploying
interaction analysis and a classroom ohervation scalp revealed that
the subjects were using more inflirect than direct teaching methods
and were exhibitina many of the characteristics of good teachers
as reported in the literature. The major subjective criticism of
the teacher preparation proarar, obtained as a part of this study,
included more practical experiences at the underaraduate level.



46

Peferences

1. Ayers, Jerry P. and Rohr, michael P. "Relationship of 'elected
Variables ane Success in a Teacher Preparation Program," Peu-
cational an Psychological measurement, 34, 1974 (In. Press) 7--

5. Ayers, Jerry n. rPreeicting vitality Point Averages in Master's
Degree Programs in Peucation,' Peucational an Psychological
Measurement, 31:493-95, 1971.

6. Ayers,and Rohr, 197A.

7. Ayers, Jerry P. Report I-Pesturly. A Purvey of the Graduates
of the Teacher Preparation Programs of Tennessee Technological
University for the period 1965 Through 1969, Cookeville, TrIt
College of Peucation, Tennessee Technological University, 1971.

8. Ayers, Jerry P. Report III-Pestuey. A Report of Four Purveys
of the Graduates of the Teacher. Preparation Programs of Tenn-
essee Technological University for the Perioe 1965 Through 1970.
Cookeville, TT College of Peucation, Tennessee Technological
University, 1971.

9. Avers, Jerry P. Report V-Restuey. A Report of Two Purveys of
the 1971 Graduates of the Teacher. Prepargi17517Throarars of
Tennessee Technological University, rookeville, VI? College
of Peucation, Tennessee Technological University, 1972.

10. Ayers, Jerry n. Peport VI-Restuey. A Perort of Three Purveys
of the 1972 Graduates of the Teacher. Prer,aration Programs of
Tennessee Technological University. Cookeville, College
of education, Tennessee Technological University, 1974.

11. Ayers, Jerry P. Report 74-1. A Penort of Three Purveys of
the 1973 Graduates of the Teacher Preparation Programs of
Tennessee Technological University. Cookeville, TT1 College
of Education, Tennessee Technological University, 1974.

12. Erimm, Jac'- L. ane Avers, Jerry P. ''Attitudes of F'tur'ents
Toward Education ane Liberal. Arts Conrses," PLesentee before
the Vid-Pouth Peucational Research Association eetirrT, rlemphis,
Tennessee, TIoverber, 1973.



47

13. Ayers, Jerry ". Report T.

14. Ayers, Jerry P. report VT.

15. Ayers, Jerry ". Peport 74-1.

16. Gaae, N. L. (re.) Fanehook of Research on meachina, Chicano:
Rand McNally ane Company, 1963.

17. Ibid., pp. 522-23.

18. Veldran, Donald J. FtMent Fvaluation of Teaching, Research
Methodolocry Monograph mo. 10, Pustin, Texas: RE,n Center for
Teacher reucation, The University of mexas, 197n,

19. Amidon, Edmund J. ane rlaneers, Nee P. The Role of the Teacher
in the Classroom, Minneapolis: Association for. Productive
Teachinr, 1971.

20. Nnieon, Fdmund J. ane Pouoh, J. P. Interaction Analysis'
Theory, Research and Application, Peaeinc, Mass: Addison
esley Puhlishina Company, 1Q67.

21. Campbell, J. R. ane Parnes, C. TT. Interaction Analysis - A
Breakthrouah?" Phi De]ta vappan, 50:597-90, 1969.



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The objectives of this chapter are threefold: (1) to summarize
briefly the total evaluative study that was conducted during the
1973-74 school year; (2) to draw conclusions based on the findings
of the study; and (3) to make recommendations relative to the findings.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to investigate the feasibility--
of modifying a model to evaluate the graduates of the teacher prep-
aration program of Tennessee Technological University. More specific
objectives include the following: (1) to provide information for
faculty and administrators concerned with the teacher preparation
programs at Tennessee Technological University in making decisions
pertinent to curriculum evaluation and development; (2) to aid in
the process of making long range plans for improving the total educa-
tional program of the University with particular emphasis on the
teacher preparation programs; and (3) to test the feasibility of
implementing a modified version of Sandefur's Model for the evalua-
tion of teacher education graduates.

After extensive preplanning a sample of 59 graduates of the
teacher preparation program was selected for intensive study. These
individuals had completed either the B. S. or M. A. degree between
1970 and 1973. Detailed data were collected on each subject by use
of standardized instruments administered by specially trained grad-
uate assistants or from university permanent records. Basic instru-
mentation for this study included the following: (1) University
permanent records and transcript information; (2) principal's
evaluation of each subject by the use of two different instruments;
(3) administration of the California F -Scale to measure individual
prejudices and anti-democratic tendencies; (4) administration of the
Student Evaluation of Teaching to the students of the subjects;
(5) administration of the Classroom Observation Record; and (6)
a ten category interaction analysis system to record observed class-
room behavior. All data obtained in this study were classified,
coded, and keypunched for analysis. Descriptive statistics and
intercorrelations were computed.

The major findings of the study indicated that the subjects who
had completed the bachelor's degree had completed approximately 2.2
years of classroom teaching. Almost half of the individuals were
teaching below grade four. The overall quality point average for
the individuals was 2.92, 2.90 in the major teaching field courses,
and 3.00 in education and psychology courses. Mean scores achieved
by 45 of the subjects on the National Teacher. Examinations indicated
that the individuals were achieving at approximately the 45th percentile.
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As would be expected, correlations between achievement and scores from
the National Teacher Examinations were high. The results obtained in
this phase of the study were similar to those reported in other studies
of the graduates of the teacher preparation program. Data reported
relative to the ratings of the value of certain education courses and
of overall aspects of the teacher preparation program were similar to
those reported in other studies.

Principal's evaluations of the subjects were consistently high;
however, it was noted that principals perceived some problems of the
subjects with their knowledge and understanding of the sciences and
mathematics, effective use of community resources, disciplinary
problems, and insight into causes of behavior. Highest ratings were
in the areas of ability to work with colleagues, ethical behavior,
understanding the goals of the school and cooperation and dependability.
Analysis of the results of the administration of the California F-Scale
revealed that the mean score of the subjects was 98.6 indicating that
the group as a whole tended toward being non-authoritarian. Scores
ranged from 48 to 177. As a group, the students of the subjects
rated the individuals as being very knowledgeable and poised in their
teaching. However, they saw the individuals, to some degree, as being
more directive than non-directive in their teaching. Results of the
administration of the ten category interaction analysis system revealed
that the subjects were tending to use more indirect than direct methods
in their teaching. The ratios of student talk to total teaching,
silence to total teaching, and lecturing to total teaching were simi-
larito those reported in the literature. The results of the admini-
stration of the Classroom Observation Record indicated that the subjects
as a whole were employing good teaching techniques when compared to
other studies reported in the literature. Significant correlations
were found between many of the 55 variables employed in the study.

Conclusions

Following are the major conclusions based on the findings of the
study. It should be noted that additional analyses of the data can
be performed that may make additional conclusions warranted. This
section is divided into two sub -parts corresponding to the two major
parts of the study, i.e., the feasibility of the use of the model for
evaluation and conclusions based on the application of the model to
the evaluation of the graduates of the teacher preparation program
of the university.

Feasibility of Application of Model

1. The plan of evaluation outlined in this report can be used to
gather data that will be useful in modifying and improving the
programs of teacher preparation of Tennessee Technological
University.

2. The estimated costs associated with the project closely approx-
imate those reported as a part of the original model for teacher
evaluation developed by Sandefur. it is estimated that the total
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costs were as follows: Three half-time graduate assistants
for nine months, one half-time professional individual for one
year, a half-time secretary for one year, $750 for travel and
$500 for supplies, expenses, and communications. In addition,
it is estimated that at least two hours of computer time and
supporting assistance were used in statistical analyses.

3. The instruments employed in the study appear to be valid and
can provide essential information with regard to the graduates
of the teacher preparation programs.

4. Modifications can be made in the original model developed by
Sandefur that can lead to more valid and useful information for
an institution replicating the plan of evaluation.

Evaluation of Graduates

1. The pupils of more experienced teachers appeared to be more
alert, initiating, and resourceful in their classroom activities.

2. Subjects with greater experience in the classroom appeared to
be more fair, democratic, alert, and have a broader base of
behavior than the less experienced teachers.

3. Students of subjects in the upper grades felt that the teachers
did not exercise enough control in the classroom.

4. As perceived by students, the teachers in the upper grades were
more directive in their instructional activities than teachers
in the lower grades.

5. Subiects at higher grade levels are using significantly more
lecture in the classroom than teachers in the lower grades.

6. Approximately 85% of the subjects were teaching in a field for
which they held certification according to the records of the
Tennessee State Department of Education.

7. The mean quality point averages in education and psychology
subjects, major teaching field subjects, and the overall quality
point average for subjects completing the B. S. degree ranged
from 2.90 to 3.00. These mean averages were slightly above
the overall averages for. the graduates of the College of Education.

8. Subjects with higher quality point averages in education and
psychology courses had better relations with students and were
in general more friendly and cheerful, knowledgeable and poised,
and non-directive in their teaching.

9. Subjects who achieved higher quality point averages in their
major teaching field tended to be more authoritarian oriented
than subjects who achieved at a lower level. This is probably
due to the fact that the large majority of the subjects were
teaching in the upper grades where less democratic and more
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authokitarian.teachihTdethods are used or the subjects were
attempting to complete a specified unit or curriculum.

10. Subjects with overall higher quality point averages and years
of experience appeared to use more indirect methods than students
with lower quality point averages.

11. A profile of the subject's scores from the administration of
the Ruder Preference Record appears similar to that of other
groups of subjects who are graduates of the teacher preparation
program of Tennessee Technological University.

12. Overall scores achieved by the subjects on the National Teacher
Examinations placed the individuals at approximately the 45th
percentile !Alich is comparable with other groups that have
been studied.

13. Subjects who tended to achieve higher on the Professional Educa-
tion Test of the NTE tended to be more knowledgeable and poised
than other subjects.

14. Subjects with higher scores in their major teaching field tended
to lecture more and become more partial to certain students in
their classrooms.

15. Ratings of various aspects of the teacher preparation program
of the University by the subjects T,Pre similar to that of other
groups of individuals.

16. In general, principal's ratings of the subjects were high.
However, it should be pointed out that principals rated the
subjects somewhat lower in their knowledge and understanding
of the sciences and mathematics, lacking effective use of
community resources, handling disciplinary problems, and
insight into characteristics of behavior. Highest ratings
of the subjects were noted in the areas of ability to work
with and attitudes toward colleagues, ethical behavior, under-
standing the goals of the school, and cooperation and dependability.

17. There was a positive correlation between the principal's ratings
and various items on the Classroom Observation Record and the
Student Evaluation of Teaching. Based on the principalAs obser-
vation (it appeared that) the subjects in this study possessed
many of the characteristics of good teachers as reported in the
literature.

18. The subjects of this study appeared to be more non-authoritarian
than authoritarian as measured by the California F-Scale. There
were no significant differences in scores achieved by the sub-
jects when examined on the basis of grade level or years of
experience in the classroom. These findings are to some degree
contrary to findings of other studies reported in the literature.

19. The ratings of the subjects by the students correlated highly
with ratings made by the principals and the trained observers
who completed the Classroom Observation Record.
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20. Based on student observations, the subjects were highly know-
ledgeable and poised; and on the negative side the students
perceived the subjects as being more directive than non-
directive as measured by the Student Evaluation of Teaching.

21. The subjects in the study appeared to be using more indirect
than direct teaching methods in their classrooms. Indirect-
direct ratios based on the interaction analysis system used
were higher than for comparable groups.

22. Other ratios computed from the interaction analysis observations
were comparable to those reported in the literature.

23. Many of the characteristics reported in the literature of good
teachers were noted as a result of the administration of the
Classroom Observation Record.

24. Based on subjective criticisms voiced by the subjects and their
principals, there is a need in the programs of the University
to include more practical experiences at an earlier level, more
emphasis on the areas of classroom control and discipline and
less theory in the courses. Also greater emphasis in the
teacher preparation program should be put on more practical
aspects of the classroom such as completion of standard records,
teaching of reading and mathematics, teaching more than one
grade level at a time, and working in a poorly equipped school.

In general, the subjects of this study seemed to possess many
of the characteristics of good teachers as reported in the literature.
As might be expected, it was difficult to identify specific problems.
Principals praised the teachers as did their students. However, it
must be kept in mind that the subjects who participated in this study
were volunteers. Therefore, some bias has been introduced into the
total study that may make some of the conclusions invalid when applied
to the total population of graduates.

Recommendations

Based on the conclusions of this study it is felt that the
following recommendations are warranted. These recommendations
center largely around the continuation and modification of the
study outlined in this report.

1. The plan outlined in this report should be replicated using
subjects that graduated from the University from 1972 through
1973 and adding subjects who completed their degrees in 1974.

2. Continuing contact should be maintained with other institutions
pursuing similar projects, and the literature related to teacher
evaluation should be continuously monitored.

3. Considerations should be given to the use of other instruments
to gather data as these become available.
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4. Based on subjective evidence, it appears that the most valid
times for observation in the classrooms would be from mid-
October through mid-November and from about mid-January through
the end of April.

5. Consideration should be given to examining the personality of
the supervising principal. There is some evidence to indicate
that ratings of teachers and their performances may be related
to the personality of the supervisor.

6. Further analysis of the data appears warranted. However, it
is recommended that these data analyses be done based on indivi-
dual needs of the faculty and administration of the University.

7. A more extensive data bank of information on all graduates of
the teacher preparation program should be established. In the
course of this investigation it was found that some data on some
graduates could not be located (i.e., complete data from such
measures as the Kuder Preference Record, Survey of Study Habits,
and the Mooney Problem Checklist).

8. Consideration should be given to the development of a complete
set of computer programs for the storage, retrieval, and analysis
of the data for this project. It should be pointed out that
some developmental work was conducted by the D. W. Mattson
Computer Center during the current year.
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PLANS FOR Trr CONTIT1UATIOM OF TPF STUDY

This chapter describes the tentative plans for continuation of
the intensive evaluation activities of the graduates of the teacher
preparation programs of Tennessee Technological University. major
emphasis in this chapter will be placed upon the plans that have
been tentatively formulate(' for the 1974-75 studies. The assumption
has been made that the level of funding of the project will remain
at a relatively constant level and incindes the allocation of three
one half time graduate assistants, annroximately one half time of
,a professional staff. member, S75f for travel, and s500 for supplies,
expenses, and communications.

Plans for 1974-75

During 1974-75 particular emphasis will be placed on evaluative
studies of the 1973 and 1974 araduates of the teacher preparation
programs.- Fowever, some emphasis will be given to continuing the
examination of 1971 and 1972 graduates that participated in the first
year of the study. A total of 43 1971, 1972, and 1973 graduates
have indicated an interest in continuing in the study that was
begun in 1973-74 (1971 graduates = 10, 1972 graduates = 15, 1973
graduates = 18).

Fiaure 3 shows an abbreviated chart for the major activities
of the project during 1974-75. Initially, the three graduate stu-
dents will engage in intensive studies of the use of the Classroom
Observation Record, the student evaluation of r"eaching, and Tnter-
action Analysis. This will occur from approximately September 1
through October 15. .Concurrent with these activities, a schedule
of visitations will he developed for the 1971-73 graduates that
have previously participated in the study. These 43 individuals
will he visited on two occasions during the year. The first visit
will occur during the Fall of 1974, and the second visit will
occur during the sprina of ].975 with no visits scheduled after
April 30.

As soon as possible after the beginning of the fall auarter
a survey questionnaire will be sent to all 1974 graduates of the
teacher preparation program (see Appendix n and Appendix C). At
this same time the 1974 graauates will he asked to participate in
the study. It is anticipated that a samnle of at least 25-30 1974
graduates will be selected. Purina the later part of the Fall a
schedule of visitation for these individuals will he Prepared.
During the T''inter one visit will be made to each of these individ-
uals for purposes of observation and gathering baseline data. Also
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during the winter the Principals Pvaluation instrument (see Appen-
dix D) will be sent to the principals of all individuals who are
teaching in the schools.

neginning in the late spring and continuing throuah the summer
of 1975 data analysis will he made, and a report of the second year
of the study will be prepared. It is anticipated that this report
will contain comparisons of the first and second year of the study
and also detailed descriptions of the 1974-75 studies.

A detailed report will also he prepared summarizina the cues-
tionnaire data (Appendix. R, C, and n). The report will he similar
to those that have been prepared for the araduates of the teacher
preparation program for the past ten years.

It is anticipated that durina 1974-75 an intensive examination
will he made of all graduates of the administration and supervision
programs of the University for the past five years that are currently
employed as superintendents, principals, or supervisors in the State
of Tennessee. These individuals have been identified and will he
studied on an intensive basis to determine if they have met the
objectives of the respective programs of the University.

Lone' nanae Plans

Tentative lona ranae plans have been made for the total project.
The assumption has been made that the level of funding for personnel
will remain approximately the 'same. Tt is anticipated that
in 1975-76 a croup of 1975 graduates of the teacher preparation pro-
gram will be added to the study and those individuals who araduated
in 1971 and 1972 will he eropned. The basic plan outlined for 1974-
75 will be continued durina 1975-76.

During the interval from 1976-77 throuah 1978-79 spot checks
will be made of the sample that was studied intensively in the third
year (1975-76) of the study. Peainnina in the year 1980-81 and con-
tinuing throuah 1982-83 another larc!e scale sample of subjects will
be investigated. Throughout the course of each year's investiaation,
reports will he prepared which in turn will be used in imnrovina the
programs of teacher preparation and in completina the cycle of
conceptualization of the teacher's role, the trainina program, and
evaluation.
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APPEMIX A

Reports anc' Studies Related to the Teacher Preparation Programs of
Tennessee Technological University

1. Ayers, Jerry B. Report I-Restudy. A Survey of the Graduates
of the Teacher Preparation Programs of Tennessee Technological
University for the Period 1965 Through 1969, Cookeville, TN:
Tennessee Technological University, College of Education, 1971.
(mimeo.), 49 pp.

2. Faculty of the College of Education. Report II-Restudy.
Ob actives of the Teacher Pre aration Program Volume I
Volume II, and Volume III. Cookev lle, TN: Tennessee
Technological University, College of Education, 1971.
(mimeo.), 910 pp.

3. Ayers, Jerry B. Report III - Restudy. A Report of Four Surveys
of the Graduates of the Teacher Preparation Programs of Tennessee
Technological University for the Period 1965 Tlrou1h 1970.
Cookeville, TN: Tennessee Technological University, College
of Education, 1971. (mimeo.), 39 pp.

4. Ayers, Jerry B. "Predicting Quality Point Averages in Master's
Degree Programs in Education," Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 31:491-95, 1971.

5. Ayers, Jerry B. A Surve of Student Teachers At Tennessee
Technological University. Coo ev lle, TN: Tennessee Techno-
logical University, College of Education, 1971. (mimeo.), 7 pp.

6. Ayers, Jerry B. Report V-Restudy. A Report of Two Surveys of
the 1971 Graduates of the Teacher Preparation Programs of
Tennessee Technological University. Cookeville, TV: Tennessee
Technological University, College of Education, 1972. (mimeo.),
28 pp.

7. Ayers, Jerry B. and Michael E. Rohr. "Prediction of Quality
Point Averages from Personality Variables," Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 32:491-94, 1972.

8. Dotson, James R. and Jerry B. Ayers. "A Systematic Plan for
the Restudy of a Teacher Education Program," The Tennessee
Tech Journal, 71P5-89, 1972.

9. Ayers, Jerry B. and Michael E. Rohr. "The Relationship of
Student Grade Expectations, Selected Characteristics, and
Academic Performance for Education, Engineering, and Business
Majors," Presented before the American Educational Research
Association, April, 1972, Chicago, ILL.
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10. Brimm, Jack L. and Jerry B. Ayers. "Attitudes of Students
Toward Education and Liberal Arts Courses," Presented before
the Mid-South Educational Research Association Meeting,
November, 1973, Memphis, TN.

11. Ayers, Jerry B. Resort VI-Restud
of the 1972 Graduates o. t e Teac
Tennessee Technologlcal Universicy
Technological University, Collegd-
38 pp.

12. Ayers, Jerry P., Florinda A. Bustamante, and Philip J. Campana.
"Prediction of Success in College Foreign Language Courses,"
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 33:939-42, 1973.

13. Rohr, Michael E. and Jerry B. Ayers. "Relationship of Student
Grade Expectations, Selected Characteristics, and Academic
Performance," The Journal of Experimental Education, 41:58-62,
1973.

. A Resort of Three Surve s
er preparation Programs
. Cookeville, TN: Tennessee
of Education, 1973. (mimeo.),

0

14. Ayers, Jerry B. Report 74-1. A Report of Three Surveys of the
1973 Graduates of the Teacher Preparation Programs of Tennessee
Technological University. Cookeville, TN: Tennessee Technological
University, College of Education, 1974. (mimeo.), 34 pp.

15. Riddle, Barbara Ann. Report 74-2. An Evaluation of the Graduate
Program in Health and Physical EduJation at Tennessee Techno-
logical University, By a Follow-up Study of the Graduates.
Cookeville, TN: Tennessee Technological University, College
of Education, 1974. (mimeo), 119 pp.

16. Ayers, Jerry B. and Robert E. DuBey. "Student Teachers AttitudeS
Towards Supervising Teachers," The Educational Catalyst, 4:17-
22, 1974.

17. Ayers, Jerry B. and Michael E. Rohr. "Relationship of Selected
Variables and Success in a Teacher Preparation Program;' Accepted
for Publication in Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1974.

18. Ayers, Jerry B. Report 74-3. Study of the Graduates of the
Library Science Program of Tennessee Technological University
1369-1973. Cookeville, TN: Tennessee Technological University,
College of Education, 1974. (mimeo.), 28 pp.

19. Bilbrey, Leroy. Human Relations Skills and Teacher Effectiveness.
Unpublished M. A. Thesis, College of Education, Tennessee Tech-
nological University, 1974.

20. Duncan, Barbara Louise. Study of Graduates of the Counselor
Education Program of Tennessee Technological University. Report,
74-5. Cookeville, TN: Tennessee Technological University,
College of Fducation, 1974. (mimeo.)
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Other Reports of Interest

21. Brooks, Mildred Marie. A Follow-up Study of Teacher Education
Graduates, Tennessee Polytechnic Institute, 1958-163. Unpub-
lished M. A. Thesis, School of Education, Tennessee Polytechnic
Institute, 1964..

22. Hearn, Edell M. Reports of various follow-up studies of the
graduates of the teacher preparation programs of Tennessee
Technological University, 1965 through 1969.

23. Turck, M. J. "A Look at Dogmatism at Tennessee Technological
University, The Tennessee Tech Journal, 4:1-7, 1969.
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APPrrnIY

nuestionnarie Fellow -up C'tllaV of
Teacher. rducation Graduates of Tennessee

Technoloaical University - Pachelors Deree



A FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF TEACHER EDUCATION
GRADUATES OF TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY

Dear Tenrtessee Tech Graduate:

We are engaged in a study of graduates of the teacher education program here at Tennessee Tech. Our purposes in this study are to
determine your appraisals of your college preparation, your te,iching experience, and your impressions of your problems. Your thoughtful
response to the questions and statements below will be of great help and will be much emaciated. Most statements require only a
check and it should take you no more than fifteen minutes to complete this questionnaire. All information will be treated as confidential
and only general conclusions representing group data will he reported.

Please accept our thanks for taking a few minutes to III i in the indicated blanks and for returning the questionnaire in the enclosed
addressed envelope,

Sincerely yours,

JE . AYER
Ade) strative Y.cdistant for Special Service

A. GENERAL INFORMATION

Control No

1. Name Sex 1 Mile 2. Female
LAST FIRST MIDDLE MAIDEN

2. Present Address

3. Permanent Mailing Address

4. Year of graduation from Tennessee Tech with Bachelor's Degree

5. Bachelor's Degree from Tennessee Tech 1 B S 2. B.A.

6. First Teaching Field Second Teaching Field

7. Area of Teacher Certification 1 Elementary 2 Secondary 3. H & PE or Music Grades 1-12

8. Are you now teaching or will you be teaching this fall? 1 Yes 2 No

If you answered Yes to question 8, complete 8 IA). If you answered No to question 8, complete 8

IAI Settool System

Name of School Principal

Address of School
STREET

CITY STATE Zip CODE

How many years have you taught in this school including the present?

At what level will you be generally teaching this fall?

4. Grades 7-9 -5 Grades 10.12
181 If you are not now teaching, did you teach last year

If you are not teaching check one of the reasons given

3. Continuing formal study 4 Poor salary

1. Preschool

6 Above 12th Grade

1 Yes - 2 No
1 Homemaking

5 Working in industry

2 Grades 1-3 3. Grades 4.6

7. Other government work 8 Other reasons (Please specify)

2 Military Service

6 Social work

9. Total years of teaching experience

10. Check the following if applicable. Check only if you have completed part or all of the following:

Master's Degree 1 Yes 2. No If no, how many hours have you completed?

School

Specialists or M.S. plus Add. Hrs. 1 Yes 2 No If Co. how many hours have you completed?

School

Doctorate 1 Yes 2 No If no, how many hours have you completed?

School

11. Are you teaching in your area of certification? 1 Yes 2. No

12. If you answered no to question 11, in what area are you teaching?

13. Please estimate your salary for the present year 1 less thin 55,000 2 55,001 to 56,000 3 $6,001

to 57.000 -4 $7,001 to $8,000 5. $8,001 to $9,000 6 59,001 to S10,000 7 S10,001 to $11,000

8 $11,001 to S12.000 9 More than 512,000

Please do not
write in this
Space.
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31.35
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36-40
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42-43
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14. Your ;Igo 1. 20.24 2 25.29 3. 30.34 4 35.39 5. 40.49 6. 50 and ovot

15. Marital status 1 Single 2. Married Divorced 4. Wider. ucl

16. Number of Children of amyl

1/. Occupation of soouso if married)

18. When did you brat become interested in teaching? 1 During high school During first two years of college

3 During last two years of college 4. Other

19. Was teaching your first choice as a career? 1 Yes 2. No

B. TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAM

In order to evaluate vour teacher preparation Program, we would appreciate your indicating the degree to which you feel your college
experiences were satisfactory in equipping yOU with the necessary skills and understandings in the following areas. Please chock the
appropriate space for each item, r

?*

5 LI73 * C
.c 2 15
3 .7.. 3 2
e

f, o ro
15 2 E

1. Your teaching personality: 1 > D 2(2 j 3Z
a

42 4 (2 (2 5> in

a. Ability to work with children

b. Ability to work with colleagues

c. Ability to work with members of the community

d. Ability to maintain a friendly disposition

e. Ability to lead a walrounded life, to enjoy work
and play

1. Ability to work with patents

2. Your general knowledge and understanding of:

a. The physical sciences

b. The biological sciences

c. American culture and institution.,

d. Art, music, literature, philosophy

Mathematics

3. Your ability to use the English language effectively

4. Your knowledge and understanding of the subjects which
you teach

5. Your understanding of children and youth:

Insight into causes of behavior

b. Skill in working wth exceptional children (the bright,
the dull, the handicapped)

Skill in group work

d. Skill in maintaining discipline

e. Skill in guidzoce of children

6. Your understanding of the nature of the learning process:

a. Skill in helping students determine objectives

b. Skill in motivating students

Skill in puoilteacher planning

d. Skill in using a variety of teaching methods

Skill in evaluating pupil growth and class procedures
with pupils

Ability to construct appropriate tests and learning
materials

Skill in the application of learning theory in the
classroom

h. Skill in providing differentiated learning experiences for
various groups and indiviclual;

7. Your knowledge of sources of teaching materials.

0. Printed materials

h. Audio-visual materials

c. Community MSC, JrC:fIS

ii. Li hr ary .and library materials

9.

45
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74
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8. Your ability to use teaching materials effectively

9. Your knowledge and understanding of:

a. The Purposes of the school in tel to the overall
purpose of society 7

b. The social structure of the community and its meaning for
education 8

c. The institutions of the community 9

d. The different value-Patterns of socialecononec c,asses 10

e. The economic life of the community f 1

f. Appropriate ethical behavior of the teacher 12

IC. Your evaluation of the following teacher preparation
ekPeriences:

a. INTRODUCTION TO TEACHING

b. GENERAL PSYCHOLOGY

c. HUMAN GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

d. EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

e. SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION

f. HISTORY AND PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION

O. EVALUATION AND GUIDANCE

h. METHODS COURSES

I. MICRO TEACHING

STUDENT TEACHING

> D
1 4

C

>

5

11 How would you rate the Quality of instruction in the college of education in romparison to the uuality of in...iruction in your major

teaching field? 1 very unsatisfactory 2 scn"wh It unsatisfactory 3. neither unsatisfactory nor satisfactory

_4. somewhat satisfactory 5 very satisfactory.

C. OBTAINING EMPLOYMENT

1. If you are teaching, how did you get your teaching job? 1 Commercial employment agency

service at Tech 3. Personal application 4 Professor at Tech 5 Other ISPecify/

2. If you are not teaching, did you attempt to find a job teaching? 1. Yes 2. No.

2. Placement

3, If you answered "yes" to the above, briefly explain your problems in locating a job. This is extremely important to the College

of Education.
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nuestionnaire - A Follow-up Ftudy of Master of
Arts Graduates of Tennessee Technoloaical University



A FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF MASTER OF ARTS

GRADUATES OF TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY

Dear Tennessee Tech Grocluatu

We are unpaged in a study of graduates of the teacher educatiae prewar,' new at Tennessee Tech, Our purposes in this study are to
determine your appraisals of your ow leo.: II' oar .o(),,, ,,; and your impressions of your problems. Your thoughtful
response to the questions and :it,tteiniunts 1,11r ornat nir!p ,ind will be much atioreciuted. Most statements require only a
chock and It should take you no mord then fittudo A to coineieti this questionnaire, All information will be treated as confidential
and only general conclusions repre3nting wow.) (1;11,1 ,',iii tal el:Jotted,

Please accept our thanks her taking a low minutes to tili the indicated blanks and for returning the questionnaire in the enclosed
addressed envelope,

Sincerely yours,

JPRfiY B. AY
Administrative Assistant for Special Service

Control No

1 Name Sex 1 Male 2 Female
LAST FIRST miDDL.E. MAIDEN

2. Present Address

3, Permanent Mailing Addrii-s

4. Age 1 20-24 2, 25-29 3 30-34 4 35.39 5 40.49 6, 50 & over

5. Marital Status 1 Single 2 Mwried 3 Divorced ,4 Widowed

6. Dates you were working toward the Master's degree at Tech. From year to year.

7. Age when you first registered for graduate work at Tennessee Tech

B. Where did you complete your Bachelor's degree?

9. In what year did you receive your Bachelor's degree?

10. What was your graduate major at Tennessee Tech? 1 Administration and Supervision 2. Guidance and

Counsel ing 3 Curriculum and Instruction - Elementary 4 Reading 5. Curriculum and Instruction -

Secondary 6 Health and Physical Education,

11, What was your principal minor area?

12. Please indicate the position that you held during the current school year. 1. Teacher 2, Student

3. Military 4, Homemaker 5 Principll 6. Supervisor 7, Librarian

6. University Administrator 9. Counselor 10 Other.

School System

Name of School

Address of School

City State Zip Code

13. Please indicate your salary for the current school year 1, Less than 57,000 2, 57,001 to $8,000

3 98,001 to 59.000 .. 4. 59,001 to S10,000 5. $10,001 to S11,000 6. 511,001 to S12,000

7 More than 512,000.

14. Did you complete any graduate work at other institutions prior to enrolling at Tech? 1. Yes ,2. No. If yes, at what
institution

15, How did you get your present loh? 1. Commercial employment agency 2 Tech Placement Office

3. Personal Application 4 Professor at Tech 5 Other,

16. Did you receive financial assistance during your period of graduate work at Tech? 1, None 2 Assintintship

3 Loan 4, Other.

17, Chock the following if applicable. Check only if you have completed part or all of the following:

Specialists 1 Yes 2 No; If no, how many hours have you completed

School Doctorate, 1 Yes 2, No; If no, how many hours have you

completed School

Please do not
write in this
space,
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FOLLOWING ARE QUESTIONS THAT ARE RELATED DIRECTLY TO YOUR PROGRAM OF STUDY AT TECH.

18. Please rota each of the following points.

a, Interest of professors in students

b. Announcements of deadlines

c. Accessibility of professors

d. Amount of guidance given in planning and carrying out program

e. Personal relationship with professors

f. Placement service

g. Library staff

h. Periodicals contained in library

Adequacy of books and other materials contained in library

I. Adequacy of Learning Resources Center in College of Education

k. Instruction in major field

I. Instruction in minor

m. Scheduling of courses

O

a
T 10

>

2

19. Please rate the overall value of the following courses in relation to your career objectives.

Educational Research

Educational Statistics

Field Experience or Practicum

Research Report or Problem

Thesis

Public School Administration

Supervision of Instruction

Curriculum Development

School Community Relations

History of Western Education

Educational Sociology

Introduction to Guidance

Counseling Tohni clues

Informational Materials for Counselors

Measurement Jind Evaluation

Courses in the Teaching of Reading

8 2.
3 V.

N in

o 4,
115 N >

4 6

u
3

63 2
4 5

0
z
6



20. Old you take any courses In the resident centers maintained by Tech while working toward your M.A.? 1, Yes 2, No,

21. If you answered yes to question 21, how would you rote the quality of instruction In comparison to tho quality of Instruction that

you received on campus? 1. Poor 1, Pair -3. About the some 4, Good 5, Excellent.

22. Please list several recommendations for improvements of the graduate programs of the College of Education.

23. List several strengths of the graduate program of the College of Education.

24. List several weaknesses of the graduate programs of the College of Education.

25. Do you think the research component of your graduate program was _ 1 Very Unsatisfactory; 2, Somewhat unsatisfactory;

3 Neither unsatisfactory nor satisfactory; ,4 Somewhat satisfactory; _5 Very satisfactory. If you checked 1, 2,

or 3 above, please list several ways that the research component can be improved.

26. Do you think the practicum and laboratory experiences were 1 Very unsatisfactory; 2 Somewhat unsatisfactory;

3 Neither unsatisfactory nor satisfactory; _4 Somewhat satisfactory _5. Very satisfactory. If you checked 1, 2,

or 3 please list several ways that the practicum and laboratory experiences can be improved.

600
69

60

61

62

80-1
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Principal's nnestionnaire
A Follow-up PtIlOy of 'neacher FOucation

Graduates of Tennessee Technological University



A FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF TEACHER EDUCATION GRADUATES OF

TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY

Dear Piincipal.

We are engaged in study of graduates of thu teacher education program here at Tennessee Tech. Our purposes in this study are to
determine the effectiveness of our graduates and to gather information on how our teacher education program can be improved. The teacher in
your iuiltuol listed below is a graduate of our teacher education program. Wo would appreciate your taking a few minutes to complete this
question/wife :Aleut this person and returning it to us in the enclosed adcliessod envelope, All information will be treated as confidential and
only general conclusions representing group data will be reported. Please accept our thanks for completing this questionnaire.

Sincerely yours,

JERRY 8. AYERS, Ed.D.
Administrative Assistant for
Special Services, College of
Education

Name of Tennessee Technological University Graduate:

Control Number:

Please rate our graduate in relation to other teachers on your staff on the following points. Please chock the appropriate space for each item.

1. Understanding the goals of the school

2. Personal appearance

3. Enthusiasm for the teaching profession

4. Adaptability in the classroom

5. Cooperation and dependability

6. Attitudes toward children

7. Attitudes toward follow teachers

8. Attitudes toward supervisors

9. Accuracy in maintaining official records and
reports

10. Understanding and using courses'of study and
curriculum guides

11. Making effective use of community resources

12. Handling disciplinary problems

13. Getting acquainted with the community and its
people

14. Keeping abreast of recent professional developments

15. Evaluating pupil progress

16. Motivating pupils who seem disinterested

17. Relationships with parents

18. Participation in professional activities

19. Potential for advancement in the profession

20. Relationships with fellow teachers

21. Overall effectiveness of this person on comparison
with other teachers in your school

22. Overall qualifications of this person to teach in
your particular school situation

2
E

o
&) o E LI

PI 6. E =II
a 0 > i 3 -
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o E 2 E s

Z 2 > o 8 S
o 1 2

In order to evaluate our teacher preparation program, we would appreciate your indicating the degree to which you feel this person
was equipped with the necessary skills and understandings in the following areas. Please check the appropriate space for each item.

lover)

P lease do no
write in this
splice.
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I. Teaching personality

a. Ability to work with children

b. Ability to work with colleagues

Ai filly to work with members of the community

d. Ability to maintain a friendly disposition

o. Ability to load a well-rounded life, to enjoy
work and play

1. Ability to work with parents

2. General knowledge and understanding of:

n. The physical sciences

b. The biological sciences

c. American culture and institutions

d. Art, music, literature, philosophy

la. Mathematics

3 Ability to use the English language effectively

4. Knowledge and understanding of the subject taught

5. Understanding of children and youth:

a. Insight into causes of behavior

b. Skill in working with exceptional children (the
bright, the dull, the handicaPPed)

c. Skill in group work

d. Skill in maintaining discipline

e. Skill in guidance of children

6 Understanding of the nature of the learning On:nen

a. Skill in helping students determine objectives

b. Skill in motivating students

C. Skill in pupil-teacher planning

d. Skill in using a variety of teaching methods

e. Skill in evaluating pupil growth and class
Procedures with'pupils

f. Ability to construct appropriate tests and
learning materials

Skill in the application of learning theory
in the classroom

Ff. Skill in providing differentiated learning
experiences for various groups and individuals

7. Knowledge of sources of teaching materials:

a. Printed materials

b Audio-visual materials

c. Community resources

d. Library and library materials

8 Ability to use teaching materials effectively

9. Knowledge and understanding of:

a. The purposes of the school in relation to the
overall purpose of society

0

b. The social structure of the community and its
meaning for education

c. The institutions of the community

d. The different value-Patterns of social-economic
classes

e. The economic life of the community

f. Appropriate ethical behavior of the teacher
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APPFMDIX F

Teacher Evaluation by Runervisor. Form



ID No.

Name: Date:

Teaching is the most important task of the school.
of

order
to help the school to be informed regarding the quality df its
teaching, you are requested to indicate your opinion of the above
named instructor's performance in the four important dimensions
of teaching described on the following pages. The highest rating
is number 5; the lowest is number 1. Please encircle the number
that represents your opinion of the individual. Three of the five
ratings for each dimension are described by words and phrases
printed to the left of the numbers. The intermediate numbers may
also be used for the expression of your opinions.

DIMENSIONS OF TEACHING

Subject Matter
Competence

DESCRIPTIVE WORDS AND PHRASES RATING

Thnrough, broad, and accurate
knowledge of theory and prac-
tice; very able to organize,
interpret, explain and illus-
trate concepts and relation-
ships.

5

4

Adequate understanding; most 3

interpretations and expla-
nations are clear

2

Knowledge of subject is lim- 1

ited; does not give clear
explanations and illustra-
tions.

Relaticms with
Students

Excellent rapport; feeling of
good-will prevails; very
interested in students; easily
approached; students are
challenged yet individuality
is respected.

Adequate rapport; shows some
interest in students; usually
approachable; students are
encouraged to participate;
shows some sense of humor

Seems unfriendly and unre-
sponsive; impatient; some-
times antagonizes students;
too busy to be helpful.

5

4

3

2

1



DIMENSIONS OF TEACHING

Appropriateness of
Assignments and
Academic Expecta-
tions

DESCRIPTIVE WORDS AND PHRASES RATING

Assignments are challenging;
he allows for differences of
ability but expects superior
achievement; stresses impor-
tant topics and concepts and
avoids giving time to trivial
details; demands critical and
analytical thought; tests
seem valid.

Most assignments are clear,
reasonable and related to
class work; expects under-
standing not memorization;
recognizes individual dif-
ferences among students but
generally seems to ignore
them; tests are usually re-
lated to assignments and
class work.

Assignments are unrealistic,
often not clear, not related
to class work; students do
not know what the teacher
expects; tests seem unre-
lated to assignments and class
work.

5

4

3

2

1



DIMENSIONS OF TEACHING

Overall Class room
Effectiveness

DESCRIPTIVE WORDS AND PHRASES RATING

Lessons are carefully planned
and show definite purpose;
words come easily; well-organ-
ized ideas and concepts are
clearly related; enthusiastic
and stimulating; raises
thought provoking questions;
discussions are lively; plea-
sing manner, free from annoy-
ing mannerisms.

Usually well-prepared, pur-
poses are usually clear;
presentations are fairly well-
organized; encourages student
participation; objectionable
mannerisms are not serious or
numerous; asks some good
questions.

Lessons not planned, purposes
are lacking or vague; relation-
ships of concepts are not
explained; asks few questions;
subject seems uninteresting
to him; repeatedly exhibits
annoying mannerisms.

5

4

3

2

1

You may wish to comment further on this instructor's teaching
performance. If so, you may use the space below and the back of
this page.
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APPFT,MIX F

California r-Scale: Forms 45 and 40



Name:

F-SCALE: FORMS 45 AND 40

ID No.

Date:

The following statements refer to opinions regarding a
number of social groups and issues, about which some people
agree and others disagree. Please mark each statement in the
left-hand margin according to your agreement or disagreement as
follows:

+1: slight support, agreement
+2: moderate support, agreement
+3: strong support, agreement

-1: slight opposition, disagreement
-2: moderate opposition, disagreement
-3: strong opposition, disagreement

1. Obedience and respect for authority are the most
important virtues children should learn.

2. A person vho has bad manners, habits, and breeding can
hardly expect to get along with decent people.

3. If people would talk less and work more, everybody would
be better off.

4. The business man and the manufacturer are much more
important to society than the artist and the professor.

5. Science has its place, but there are many important
things that can never le understood by the human mind.

6. Every person should have complete faith'in some super-
natural power whose decisions he obeys without question.

7. Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but as they
grow up they ought to get over them and settle down.

8. What this country needs most, more than laws and
political programs, is a few courageous, tireless,
devoted leaders in whom the people can put their faith.

9. Nobody ever learned anything really important except
through suffering.



F-SCALE Continued

10. No sane, normal, decent person could ever think of
hurting a close friend or relative.

11. What the youth needs most is strict discipline, rugged
determination and the will to work and fight for

and_cauntry.

12. An insult to our honor should always he punished.

13. Sex crimes, such as rape and attacks on children, deserve
more than mere imprisonment; such criminals ought to be
publicly whipped, or worse.

14. There is hardly anything lower than a person who does not
feel a great love, gratitude, and respect for his parents.

15. Most of our social problems would be solved if we could
somehow get rid of the immoral, crooked, and feeble-
minded people.

16. Homosexuals are hardly better than criminals and ought
to he severely punished.

17. When a person has a problem or worry, it is best for him
not to think about it, but to keep busy with more
cheerful things.

18. Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters
that should remain personal and private.

19. Some people are born with an urge to jump from high
places.

20. People can be divided into two distinct classes: the
weak and the strong.

21. Some day it will probably be shown that astrology can
explain a lot of things.

22. Wars and social trouble may someday be ended by earth-
quake or flood that will destroy the whole world.

23. No weakness or difficulty can hold us back if we have
enough will power.

24. Most people don't realize how much our lives are
controlled by plots hatched in secret places.

25. Human nature being what it is, there will always be 'Aar
and conflict.

26. Familiarity breeds contempt.



F-SCALE Continued

27. Nowadays when so many different kinds of people move
around and mix together so much, a perso:' has to protect
himself especially carefully against catt%ing an
infection or disease from them.

28. The wild sex life of the old Greeks and Romans was tame
compared to some of the goings-on in this country,
even in places where people might least expect it.



Appendix G

STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHING

D. J. VELOMAN and P. F. PECK

TEACHER'S LAST NAME:

SU13rECT:

SCHOOL:

CIRCLE THE RIGHT CHOICER BILLOW

Teacher's See: M F

My See: M F
My Grade Level:

3 4 5 B 7 B 9 10 11 12

DO NOT USE

I

82

CIRCLE W4 OF THE FOUR CHOICES IN FRONT OF EACH STATEMENT.
TILE FOUR CHOICES MEANT F = Vory. Much False

= More False Than True
t = More True Than False
T - Very Much True

F f t T

FItT
F f tT
F f IT
F f IT
F f I T

F f ti
FItT
F !IT
FM'

This Teacher:

is always friendly toward students.

knows a lot about the subject.

is never dull Or boring.

expects a lot from students.

asks for students' opinions before making decisions.

is usually cheerful and optimistic.

is not confused by unexpected questions.

makes learning more like fun than work.

doesn't let students get away with anything.

often gives students a choice In assignments.
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Classroom Observation Record



Classroom Observation Record

Teacher Characteristics Study

Claes or

Teacher No. Sex Subject Date

City School Time Observer

PUPIL BEHAVIOR AMU:
1. Apathetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Alert

2. Obstructive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Responsible

3. Uncertain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Confident

4. Dependent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Initiating

TEACHER BEHAVIOR

5. Partial 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Fair

6. Autocratic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Dexocratic

7. Aloof 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Responsive

8. Restricted 1 7 3 4 5 -'6 7 N Understanding

9. Ilarsh 1 *2 3 4 5 6 7 N Kindly

10. Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Stimulating

11. Stereotyped 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Original

12. Apathetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Alert

13. Unimpressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Attractive

14. wading 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Responsible

15. Erratic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Steady

16. Excitable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Poised

17. Uncertain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Confident

16. Disorganised 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Systematic

19. Inflexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Adaptable

20. Pessimistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Optimistic

21. Immature 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Integrated

22. Narrow 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N Broad



61.

FlOOKE

Generalized Descriptions of critical
Behaviors of Teachers

Effective Behaviors

1. Alert, ..ppears enthusiastic.

2. Appears interested in pupils and classroom
activities.

3. Cheerful, optimistic.

4. Self-controlled, not easily upset.

5. Likes fun, has a sense of humor.

6. Recognizes and admits own mistakes.

7. Is :air, impartial, and objective in treat-
ment oi pupils.

8. Is patient.

9. Shows understanding and sympathy in work-
ing with pupils.

10. Is friendly and courteous in relations with
pupils.

11. Helps pupils with pez..-.al as well as ed-
ucational problems.

12. Commends effort and gives praise for work
well done.

13. Accepts pupils' efforts as sincere.

14. Anticipates reactions of others in social
situations.

15. Encourages pupils to try to do their best.

lb. Classroom procedure is planned and well
organized.

17. Classroom procedure is flexible within
over-all plan.

18. Anticipates individual needs.

9. Stimulates pupils through interesting and
original materials and techniques.

20. Conducts clear practical demonstrations
and explanations.

21. Is clear and thorough in giving directions.

Ineffective Behaviors

1. Is apathetic, dull, appears bored.

2. Appears uninterested in pupils and class-
room activities.

3. Is depressed, pessimistic; appears unhappy.

4. Looses temper, is easily upset.

5. Is overly serious, too occupied for humor.

6. Is unaware of, or fails to admit, own mis-
takes.

7. Is unfair or partial in dealing wc..
pupils.

8. Is impatient.

9. Is short with pupils, uses sarcastic re-
marks, or in other ways shows lack of
sympathy with pupils.

10. Is aloof, and removed in relations with
pupils.

11. Seems unaware of pupils' personal needs and
problems.

12. Does not commend pupils, is disapproving,
hypercritical.

13. is suspicious of pupil motives.

14. Does not anticipate reactions of others in
social situations.

15. Makes no effort to encourage pupils to cry
to do their best.

16. Procedure is without plan, disorganized.

17. Shows extreme rigidity of procedure, in-
ability to depart from plan.

18. Fails to provide for individual differences
and needs of pupils.

19. Uninteresting materials and teaching
techniques used.

20. Demonstrations and explanations are not
clear and are poorly conducted.

21. Directions are incomplete, vague.



Figure 1 (Continued)

22. Encourages pupils to work through their
own problems and evaluate their accomplish-
ments.

23. Disciplines in quiet, dignified, and pos-
itive manner.

24. Gives help willingly.

/2. Fails to give pupils opportunity to work
out own problems or evaluate their own
work.

23. Reprimands at length, ridicules, resorts
to cruel or meaningless forms of correc-
tion.

24. Fails to give help or gives it grudgingly.

25. Foresees and attempts to resolve potential 25. Is unable to foresee and resolve potential
difficulties. difficulties.
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GLOSSARY

(To be used with classroom observation record.)

Pupil Behaviors

1. Apathetic-Alert Pupil Behavior

Apathetic Alert

1. Listless. 1.

2. Bored-acting. 2.

3. Enter into activities half-heartedly. 3.
4. Restless. 4.
5. Attention wanders. 5.

6. Slow in getting under way.

2. Obstructive-Responsible Pupil Behavior

Obstructive

1. Rude to one another and/or to teacher. 1.
2. Interrupting; demanding attention;

disturbing. 2.
3. Obstinate; sullen.
4. Refusal to participate. 3.

5. Quarrelsome; irritable. 4.

6. Engaged in name-calling and/or 5.

tattling. 6.
7. Unprepared,

3. Uncertain-Confident Pupil Behavior

Uncertain

1. Seem afraid to try; unsure.
2. Hesitant; restrained.
3. Appear embarrassed.
4. Frequent display of nervous habits,

nail-biting, etc.
5. Appear shy and timid.
6. Hesitant and/or stammering speech.

4. Dependent-Initiating Pupil Behavior

Dependent

1. Rely on teacher for explicit
directions.

2. Show little ability to work things
out for selves.

3. Unable to proceed when initiative
called for.

4. Appear reluctant to take lead or
to accept responsibility.

7.

Appear anxious to recite & participate.
Watch teacher attentively.
Work concentratedly.
Seem to respond eagerly.
Prompt and ready to take part in
activities when they begin.

Responsible

Courteous, co-operative, friendly
with each other and with teacher.
Complete assignments without
complaining of unhappiness.
Controlled voices.
Received help and criticism attentively.
Asked for help when needed.
Orderly without specific directions
from teacher.
Prepared.

Confident

1. Seem anxious to try new problems
or activities.

2. Undisturbed by mistakes.
3. Volunteer to recite.
4. Enter freely into activities.
5. Appear relaxed.
6. Speak with assurance.

Initiating

1. Volunteer ideas and suggestions.
2. Showed resourcefulness.
3. Take lead willingly.
4. Assume responsibilities without

evasion.
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5. Partial-Fair Teacher Behavior

1.

2.

Partial

Repeatedly slighted a pupil.
Corrected or criticized certain

repeatedly.
3. Repeatedly gave a pupil special

Cages.
4. Cave most attention to one or a

pupils.
5. Showed prejudice (favorable or un-

favorable) towards some social, ra
ziel. or religious groups.

6. Expressed suspicion of motives of a
pupil.

Teacher Rehviors

pupils

advan-

few

6. Autocratic-Democratic Teacher Behavior

Autocratic

1. fails pupils each step to cake.
2. Intolerant of pupils' ideas.
3. Mandatory in giving directions; orders

to be obeyed at once.
4. Interrupted pupils although their

discussion was relevant.
5. Always directed rather than partici-

pated.

7. Aloof-Responsive Teacher Behavior

Aloof

1. dnd formal in relations with
pupils.

2. part; removed from class activity.
3. condescending to pupils.
4. Routine and subject matter only con-

cern; pupils as persons ignored.
5. Referred to pupil as "this child" or

"that child."

8. Restricted-Understanding T,tacher Behavior

Restricted

1. Recognized only academic accomplish-
ments of pupils, no concern for per-
sonal problems.

2. Zompletely unsympathetic with a pupil's
failure at a task.

3. Called attention only to very good or
very poor work.

4. Was impatient with a pupil.

Fair

L. Treated all pupil. approximately equally.
2. In case of controversy pupil allowed to

explain his side.
3. Distributed attention to many pupils.
4. Rotated leadership impartially.
5. Based criticism or praise on factual evi-

dence, not hearsay.

Democratic

i. Guided pupils without being mandatory.
2. Exchanged ideas with pupils.
3, Encouraged (asked for) pupil opinion.
4. Encouraged pupils to make own decisions.
5. Entered into activities without domination.

Responsive

1. Approachable to all pupils.
2. Participates in class activity.
3. Responded to reasonable requests and/or

questions.
4. Speaks to pupils as equals:
S. Commends effort.
6. Gives encouragement.
7. Recognized individual differences.

UnderatandinA

1. Showed awareness of a pupil's personal
emotional problems and needs.

2. Was tolerant of error on part of pupil.
3. Patient with pupil beyond ordinary limits

of patience.
4. Showed what appeared to be sincere sympathy

with A pupils' viewpoint.
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9. Harsh-Kindly Teacher Behavior

Harsh Kindly

1. Hypercritical; fault-finding. 1. Goes out of way to be pleasant and/or to
2. Cross; curt. help pupils; friendly.
3. Depreciated pupil'e efforts; was 2. Give a pupil a deserved compliment.

sarcastic. 3. Found good things in pupil,. to call atten-
4. Scolds a great deal. tion to.
5. Lost temper. 4. Seemed to show sincere concern for a pupil's
6. Used threats. personal problem.
7. Permitted pupils to laugh at mistakes

of others.
5. Showed affeccioc. without being demonstra-

tive.
6. Disengaged self from a pupil without blunt-

ness.

10. Dull-Stimulating Teacher Behavior

Dull

1. Uninteresting, monotonous explanations. 1.

2, Assignments provide little or no
motivation. 2.

3. Fails to provide challenge.
4. Lack of animation. 3.
5. Failed to capitalize on pupil interests. 4.

6. ?edantic, boring. 5.
7. Lacks enthusiasm; bored acting. 6.

7.

11. Stereotyped-Original Teacher Behavior

Stereotyped

1. Used routine procedures without varia-
tion.

2. Would not depart from procedure to take
advantage of a relevata question or
situation.

3. eresentation seemed unimaginative.
4. Not resourceful in answering questions

or providing explanations.

12. Apathetic-Alert Teacher Behavior

StimulatinK

Highly interesting presentation; gets and
holds attention without being flashy.

Clever and witty, though not smart-alecky or
wise-cracking.

Enthusiastic; animated.
Assignments challenging.
Took advantage of pupil interests.
Brought lesson successfully to s climax.
Seemed to provoke thinking.

a Waal

1. Used what seemed to be original and rela-
tively unique devices to aid instruction.

Tried new materials or methods.
3. Seemed imaginative and able to develop

presentation around a question or situa-.
ti on.

4. Resourceful in answering question; had many
pertinent illustrations available.

Apathetic

1. Seemed listless; languid; lacked
enthusiasm.

1.

2. Seemed bored by pupils. 2.
3. Passive in response to pupils. 3.
4. seemed preoccupied.
5. Attention seemed to wander. 4.
6. Sat in chair most of time; took no

active part in class activities.

Alert

Appeared buoyant; wide-awake; enthusiastic
about activity of the moment.

Kept constructively busy.
Gave attention to, and seemed interested

in, what was going on in class.
Prompt to "pick up" class when pupils' at-

tention showed signs of lagging.
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Unimpressive-Attractive Teacher Behavior

Unimpressive Attractive

1. Untidy or sloppily dressed. 1. Clean and neat.

2. Inappropriately dressed. 2. Nell - groomed; dress showed good taste.

3. Drab, colorless. 3. Posture and bearing attractive..

4 Poture and bearing unattractive. 4. Free from distracting personal habits.

5. Possessed distracting personal habits. 5. Plainly audible speNch; good expression;

6. Humbled; inaudible speech; limited agreeable voice tom good inflection.

14. Evading-Responsible

expression; disagreeable voice tone;
poor inflection.

Teacher Behavior

Evading Responsible

1. Avoided responsibility; disinclined
to make decisions.

1. Assured responsibility; wakes decisions as

required.

2. "Passed the buck" to class, to other 2. Conscientious.

teachers, etc. 3. Punctual.

3. Left learning to pupil, failing to give 4. Painstaking; careful.

adequate help. 5. Suggested aids to learning.

4. Let a difficult situation get out of 6. Controlled a difficult situation.

control. 7. Gave definite direcLizr.T.

5. Assignments and directions indefinite. 8. Called attention to standards of quality.

6. No insistence on either individual or 9. Attentive to class.

group etandards. 10. Thorough. .

7. Inattentive with pupils.
8. Cursory.

15. Erratic-Steady Teacher Behavior

$rratic

I. Impulsive; uncontrolled; temperamental;
unsteady.

2. Course of action easily swayed by
circumstances of the moment.

3. Inconsistent.

16. Excitable-Poised Teacher Behavior

Excitable

1. Easily disturbed and upset; flustered
by classroom situation.

2. Hurried in class activities; spoke
rapidly using many words and
gestures.

3. Was "jumpy"; nervous.

17 Uncertain-Confident Teacher Behavior

Uncertain,

I. Seemed unsure of self; faltering,
hesitant.

2. Appeared timid and sby.

3. Appeared artificial.
4. Disturbed and embarrassed by mistakes

acid /or crietclem.

Steady

1. Calm; controlled.
2. Maintained progress toward objective.

3. Stable, consistent, predictable.

Poised

1. Seemed at ease at all times.
2. Unruffled by situation that developed in

classroom; dignified without being stiff

or formal.
3. Unhurried in class activities; apoke

quietly and slowly.
4. Successfully diverted attention from a

stress situation in classroom.

Confident

I. Seemed sure of self; self-confident in
relations with pupils.

2. Undisturbed and unembarrassed by mistakes
and/or criticism.
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18. Disorganized-Systematic Teacher Behavior

Disorganized

1. No plan for class work.
2.° Unprepared.
3. Objectives not apparent; undecided as

to next rtep.
4. Wasted time.

5. Explanations not to the point.

6. Easily distracted from matter at hand.

19. Inflexible-Adaptable Teacher Behavior

Inflexible

1. Rigid in conforming to routine.
2. Made no attempt to adapt materials to

individual pupils.

3. Appeared incapable of modifying ex-
planation or activities to meet
particular classroom situations.

4. Impatient with interruptions and
digressions.

20. Pessimistic-Optimistic Teacher Behavior

Pessimistic

1. De,.:essed; unhappy.

2. Skeptical.
3. Called attention to potential "bad."

4. Expressed hopelessness of "education
today," the school system, or fellow
educators.

5. Noted mistakes; ignored good points.
6. Frowned a great deal; had unpleasant

facial expression.

21. Immature-Integrated Teacher Behavior

Immature

1. Appeared naive in approach to class-
room situations.

2. Self-pitying; complaining; demanding.

3. Boastful; conceited.

22. Narrow-Broad Teacher Behavior

Narrow

1. Presentation strongly suggested
limited background in subject or
material; lack of scholarship.

2. Did not depart from text.
3. Failed to enrich discussions with

illustrations from related areas.
4. Showed little evidence of breadth of

cultural background in such areas as
science, arts, literature, and history.

5. Answers to pupils' questions in-
complete or inaccurate.

6. Noncritical approach to subject.

Systematic

1. Evidence of a planned though flexible
procedure.

2. Well prepared.
3. Careful in planning with pupils.
4. Systematic about procedure of class.

5. Had anticipated needs.
6. Provided reasonable explanations.
7. Meld discussion together; objectives

apparent.

Adaptable

1. Flexible in adapting explanations.
2. Individualized materials for pupils as

required; adapted activities to pupils.

3. Took advantage of pupils' questions co
further clarify ideas.

4. Met an unusual classroom situation com-
petently.

Optimistic

1. Cheerful; good-natured.
2. Genial.
3. Joked with pupils on occasion.
4. Emphasized potential "good."

5. Looked on bright aide; spoke optimistically
of the future.

6. Called attention to good points; emphasised
the positive.

Integrated

1. Maintained class as center of activity; kept
self out of spotlight; referred to class's
activities, not own.

2. Emotionally well controlled.

Broad

1. Presentation suggested gocei background in
subject; good scholarship suggested.

2. Drew examples and explanations from various
sources and related fields.

3. Showed evidence of broad cultural back-
ground in science, art, literature,
history, etc.

4. Gave satisfying, complete, and accurate
answers to questions.

5. Was constructively critical in approach to
subject matter.
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